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17 is now above a Year fince my Bookſeller. 
brought me a Pamphlet entituled an Eſſay on 

Spirit. The Title-Page promis'd great things — to 

conſider the Doctrine of the Trinity, not only in 

the Light of Nature and Reaſon, and the Light 

in which it was held by the ancient Hebrews 

compar'd with the Doctrine of the Old and New 

Teſtament, but to give us the Sentiments of the * 

Primitive Fathers of the Church, the Egyptians, - 

Pythagoreans, and Platoniſts. — I was furpriz'd 

to ſee ſo much compriz'd within ſo narrow a Com- 

paſs. As the Subject was important, and the Au- 

thor reported to be a Perſon of Charafterland Sta-//* h be ' 


tion, I took the Pains carefully to peruſe it, 22 
examine ihe Contents of it. Upon Enquiry I faund,# 
the Pamphlet ſo little to anſwer thy pong: OA IT of 


of it, and ſo different a Notion of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity given us by thoſe very Authors:he re. 
fers us to, that I thought proper to draw up ſome 
Remarks upon it, not without ſome Thoughts of of- 
ering them to the Publick. But I ſoon found it 
was a Work, which would coft me ſome Time and 

| A 2 Pains. 
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| £ The Preface 

þ Pains. And FRAY as I had then no Leiſure 
to compleat what I had begun, and as I was un- 

willing to engage in a Diſpute, which might paſſi- 
bly diſturb the Peace of the Church, eſpecially at 
this Time, when the Truth of the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion itſelf is ſo freely and warmly attack'd, I laid 
afide my Defign. I was in Hopes that the Contre- 
verſy would be ſuffer d to drop, or at leaſt would be 
taken up by ſomebody of more Leiſure, and greater 
Abilities. But I was ſorry to find myſelf miſtaken, 
Theſe Gentlemen will not ſuffer us to be at Peace, 
This formidable Eſſay has not only been boaſted of 
by ſeveral Writers of a lower Stamp, as unanſiver d 
and unanſwerable, but ue have been very lately 
preſented with a moſt warm and angry „ Defence 


of it, 


Who the Author of this Eſſay is, as I do not cer. 
tainly know, ſo I will not preſume to gueſs, eſpe- 
cially as * wwe are told that fince he did not chooſe 
to put his own Name to it, * elſe has a 


e 
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good- natur d d Reaſon can be afſign'd for —— 
ing it, nay that ſuch a Diſcovery is an immoral 
Action in itſelf Not being willing therefore to 
Cafe? e e Pune ee aa, 
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The Preface. 8 
fo diſcover either who this Eſſay-Writer 18, or who 
is his Defender, whether it be he himſelf, or whe- 
ther it be ſome other zealous Friend, who has taken 
upon him to fland up in his Defence. A zealous 
Friend he moſt certainly is, and well ſtilld in the 
noble Science of Defence. He lays about bim in a 
moſt furious Manner, ſets all Adverſaries at De- 
fiance, and treats all who fall in his Way with an 
Air of Scorn and Contempt. — His Opponents are 

* unknowing Gentlemen, who thruſt themſelves 
into the Diſpute without Fear or Wit; ther An- 
fuers are filly and ſhallow ; * and-their Diſtinc- 
tions are Coyer-Yuts to impoſe upon unwary . /:;/6 
Readers. Thoſe who have the Migfortune to differ term 
from him, or the Preſumption to contradict bim, are 
Sons of Philiſtia; minor Scribblers ; buzzing 
Inſets; * Animals who can never hope to riſe, 
but by the Dint of ſuch Subſcriptions, as would 
drive every Body. out of the Church, who had 
Senſe enough to find any Errors in the Eſta- 
bliſhment, and Honeſty enough to own it. Nay 
be takes upon him to paſs this moſt injurious and un- 
deſervd Cenſure upon the Clergy of the eftabliſh'd 
Church in general, or at leaft all fuch as he inge- 
niouſly calls the orthodox Gentry, that if they 


a P. 48. b P. 8. c P. 19, d P. 33. e P. 82. 
6 P. ge - 18:2: 95.3. £3. 


Can 


N 8 The Preface. 
q | can but preſerve their Subſcriptions and good 
vt Livings, they care not what becomes of Chriſ- 
tianity. 


But, what is moſt ee be not — 
takes to Pieces all the ſeveral pretended Anſwers 
to this Eſſay, but has furniſb d us with an Anti- 
dote againſt all that ſhall ever appear againſt it. 
An Antidote | — All, I ſuppoſe, who ever have, 
or ever ſhall appear againſt this worthy Author, 
are not only buzzing Inſects, but venomous Crea- 
tures too: I wiſh they don't leave a Sting behind - 
them, which his Antidote can't reach. If I may 
be allew'd to retort, I cannot but think that this 
our Eſſay- Writer may at leaſt. in one Reſpect be 

compar d to a venomous Creature. Naturaliſis have 

"Wierv'd of ſuch Animals, that they generally carry 
about their own Antidote along with them : even ſo 

this Author has not only been ſo kind as to refer us 
to good Books, where we may find Anſwers to eve- 
ry thing be ſays, but ( as we ſhall foon ſee ) fre- 
quently confutes himſelf by his own Arguments. Or, 
to return * another favourite Expreſſion of this inge- 
nious Writer, this Son of Philiſtia, this Goliah of 
Gath, has furniſbd us with a Sword to cut his 

own Head off with. But what is this ſo power- 
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The Preface: 7 
Antidote? I is a long Quotation from Juſtin 
Martyr, which (as I. ſhall have afterwards Occa- 
n to ſhew) proves juſt the Reverſe of what it is 
here brought to prove. At preſent I ſhall only ob- 
erve upon it, that theſe Gentlemen have chung d 
their Poſture of Defence. Not many Years ago it 
was pretended that this very Juſtin was the firſt 
Perſon who introduc'd the Doctrine of the Trini- 
ty into the Chriſtian Church, and that he learnt it 
in the Schools of the Platoniſts. But modern Re- 
ers have it ſeems not only fince diſcover d that the 
Dactrine of Plato was the ſame with that of A- 
rius, but have been able to extract out of Juſtin's 


trines he was once ſuppos d to have introduc d. 


Theſe fierce and repeated Attacks upon what I 
baue akvays look'd upon as a moſt important and 

ndam e 
determin d me to reviſe my Papers, and offer to the 
Publick what I have drawn up, imper fect as it is, 
without any farther Delay. What is bere publiſp d 
zs only a Firſt Part of what I intend: the Re- 
mainder, if it pleaſe God to give me Health and 
Leifure, may follow in due Time. | 
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a We lente Trenkiretim. See Bull's Primitiv. & A- 
poſt, Trad. de Jeſu Chriſti Divinitate. 
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Works an Antidote againſt thoſe" poiſonous Doc- | © 


- Occafion to put my Name to the Anſwer : for this 
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A the Eflay is antrymous, 1 thought I hod nl 


T may have prudential Reaſons as well as be. 
There is nothing here advanc'd, which J am any 
way aſham'd of, or ſhall be backward to own, if 


any proper Occafion calls upon me fo to db. 
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ſome Scepticts have made Uſe of Metaphyſicks either in Op- 
tion to Myſtery, or to give a wrong Explanation of it; and 
Philoſophy to overturn Revelation, is it not proper that ſuch 
ons ſhould be anſwer'd, their Objeftions obviated, and My/- 
and Revelation vindicated from all the filly Cavils that have 
raid againſt them ? 

Biſhop of Clogher's Anſwer to Lord Bolingbroke. 
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* 
VINDICATION 
OF THE 


DocrRINE of the TRINITV &c. 


Y Delign in the following Pages is 
to examine what is urg'd by the 
Author of the Eſay on Spirit a- 
gainſt the true and proper Diuinity 
of the Son and the Holy Ghoſt. I ſhall leave him 
to enjoy his Philoſophical Notions undiſturb d: 
his Opinion with regard to aur Lord and Saviaur 
Tefus Chriſt, and his Holy Spirit, in whoſe Name 
and Faith I have receiv'd Baptiſm, and "or 
nation, it may concern me to conſidex. 

Murk and Sen W of olleSing ths Opinion 
mut he from his own Words. 

He tells us that there is ove only ſupreme God: 


* but that it is more than probable, that the great 
Expanſe is full of Spirits ꝙf different Ranks and 
Degrees, from the loweſt Power of Activic to the 
bigheft Degree of Perfection which it is poſſible for 
created Spirits to be poſſeſs d of. And though ave 


a P. 25, 


RK - cannot 
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cannot poſſibly determine to what Degree of Perfeo- 
tion Spirits are capable of being created, * yet he 
ſuppoſes that God may communicate what Propor- 
tions he pleaſes of bis Attributes to the different 
Gradations of created Beings ; * that he may en- 
able a created intelligent Agent to know the inmoſt 
Receſſes and Thoughts of Men's Hearts, to preſide 
at once over ſuch a World, as this which we inba- 
bit, to create inferior Beings, and frame a World 
of his own compos d of intelligent Agents; that he 
may have created ſome intelligent Beings from ſuch 
a diſtant Duration of Time, as we can no otber- 
wiſe deſcribe, but by calling it eternal; and that 
there is in particular one Being, or Angel, who is 
caltd by Moſes fehovab, who had Iſrael affign'd to 
him by the Moft High, as the Portion of his Inhe- 
ritance, * and to whom God had committed the Care 
of all Things, as a great King appoints a Miniſ- 
ter, or Vice-Roy to act under him; * that this ve- 
ry Angel is the Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; and that the 
Title of God is given in the Scriptures to him, only 
as expreſſeve of ſome Godlike Power, which had been 
given to him by God the Father; that he is the 
delegated Repreſentative in Power of the inviſible 
God, * not from all Eternity co-equal to the Father, 


a. gn. b F. 26. e P. 27. dP.29, . 
# P.44 F. ea. b FP. 9. i P. 9 . K . 9 


but 
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e- but undoubtedly inferior to him, and that not an- 
he ly in regard to his human Nature, but before be 
- came into the World ; that there is alſo a Third 
ent Wl Eſſence, or Being, to which the Jews paid divine 
en Honours, © who was employed by God in illumina- 
oft ting the Prophets of old, and wo is often mention d 
fide in the Scriptures under the Name of the Holy Spi- 
ba- rit &c. * who is an intelligent Agent ſeparate and 
rid diſtinft from God the Father, * who can alone be 


properly call d God ; but that it ſeems highly rea- 
fonable that we ſhould pay divine Homage to that 
Holy Spirit in proportion to the Degree of Power, 
which hath been delegated to him from the Almigh- 
ty; and that it is our Duty to pray to him. 

I ſhall have farther Occaſion to conſider theſe 
Particulars hereafter : I muſt at preſent beg leave 
to obſerve, that ſince human Knowledge cannot 
poſſibly determine to what Degree of Perfection 
Spirits are capable of being created, to ſuppoſe 
that God may enable created Spirits to create 
and govern the World, is, to multiply Words 
without Knowledge. It might better become us, 
not to lay down arbitrary Suppoſitions of any 
thing, which there feems to us to be no Contradic- 
tion in ſuppofing, but to conſult, and form our 
Opinions according to the written Word of God, 


a ge. bP.9vG6 e N. FT... ara 
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12 A Vindication of the 
which contradicts every one of our Author's Sup- 
poſitions. * They teach us, that God, even God 
only, knoweth the Hearts of all the Children of Men. 
They appropriate the Works of the Creation and 
Government of the World to God alone, and re- 
preſent them as the certain Mark and Characte- 
riſtick of the true God. O Lord God of Hrael 
(faith Hezekiab in his Prayer) which dwelleth be- 
tween the Cherubims, thou art the God, even thou 
alone, of all the Kingdoms of the Earth, thou haft 
made Heaven and Earth. And again — Now 
therefore, O Lord our God, I beſeech thee, ſave 
thou us out of his Hand, that all the Kingdoms of 
the Earth may know that thou art the Lord God, 
even thou only. — I am the Lord, (faith God by 
his Prophet 1Jaiah) and there is none elſe, there is 
no God beſides me: I girded thee, though thou haft 
not known me : that they may know from the Rifing 
of the Sun and from the Weſt, that there is none 
beſides me, I am the Lord, and there is none elſe. 
T form the Light, and create Darkneſs : I make 
Peace, and create Evil: I the Lord do all theſe 
things.” Again — The Lord is the true God (faith 
Jeremiab) he is the living God, and an everlaſting 
King : at bis Wrath the Earth ſhall tremble, and 
the Nations ſhall not be able to abide his Indigna- 


a 1 Kings viii. 390. b 2 Kings xix. Is c il. v. 19. 
d J. xlix, 5 7e Fer. x. 10— 12. 


tion. 


Doctrine of the Trmity @'c. 13 
an. Thus ſhall ye ſay unto them, The Gods that 
gue not made the Heavens, and the Earth, even 
they ſhall periſh from the Earth, and from under 
theſe Heavens &c. See alſo I}. xl. 12, 26. xlii. 5. 
Pſal. xix. 1. xcvi. 5. Ixxxix. 11, 12. Fob xxvi. 7 
&c. xxxviii. 4 &c. * Laſtly, St. Paul aſſures us 
that the inviſible things of God from the Creation 


- Wi of the World are plainly ſeen, even his eternal Pow- 
bou er and Godhead : and therefore pronounces thoſe 
"aft ibu Excuſe * who worſhipp'd and ferv'd the 
ow Creature over and above the Creator. This Ar- 


gument is very well urg'd by the learned Dr. 
Alix, in his Judgment of the ancient Jeuiſb 
Church againſt the Unitarians, where the Reader 
will find an Anſwer to almoſt every thing' ad- 
vanc'd in this Efay—* He muſt have loft hrs Ren- 
Mm (ſays that excellent Writer) who imagines that 
ing WW God can make a Creature capable of creating the 
one Wl Univerſe. Grant this, and by what Character will 
you diſtinguiſh the Creature from the Creator? By 
the t Right then could God appropriate, as be doth 
eſe very often in the Old Teftament, the Work. of the 
ith 8 07 14's Creation to himelf, excluding any other 
Vin having to do in it but himſelf. Why ſhould 
God upon this feore forbid the giving Worſhip to 
a Rom. i. 20.  Ilogs , neuen, v. 23. CP. 193, 


194. See alſo Dr. Waterland's Sermons at Lady Moyer's Lec- 
tures, p. 92 &c. " 8 
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14 A Vindication of the 
the Creature, which is due to the Creator? The 
Arians, who worſhip Jeſus Chriſt, though they eſs 
teem him a Creature, and thoſe Paprſts who fwak 
low whole the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation, they 
may teach in their Schools that a Creature may be 
inabled by God to become a Creator. But for us, 
who deny that any thing but God is to be ador'd, 
(as Philo did before us, de Decal. p. 581, de Mo- 
narch. p. 628.) we reject all ſuch vain Conceits of i 
a Creature being any way capable to receive the in- 
finite Power of a Creator. 

On the other Hand, if we make the Appli- 
cation to our Bleſſed Saviour, we ſhall find that 
he is not only ſaid to know the inmoſt. Receſſes and 
Thoughts of Men's Hearts, * but he calls himſelf 
by way of Diſtinction — he which ſearcheth the 
Reins and Hearts. I would farther deſire to know 
what this Eſſay- Writer means by thoſe choice 
Phraſes of prefiding over ſuch a World, as this 
which we inhabit, and framing a World of bis 
own, or what Authority he has to aſſert that * in 
the Language of the Scriptures, when the Creation 
is ſpoken of, it is only to be confider'd, as referring 
to the Creation of this World, and that there is no 
Mention made of the Creation of Angels, or of any 
other Beings — an Evaſion, which the Scripture 
has expreſly guarded againſt. * St. John teaches 

@ Rev. ii. 23, b P. 30. e Job. i. 1, 3. 
Us 
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The s that the Word is God, and that all things were 
E | made by him ; and to prevent all Evaſion, or Ex- 
eption, he adds — and without him was * not any 
Thing made that was made. And St. Paul ſtill 
more expreſly aſſures us that by bim were all 


Things created, that are in Hegven, and that are 


r in Earth, viſible aud inviſible, whether they be 
Vio- WR Thrones, or Dominions, or Principalities, or Pow- 
„,: all Things were created by him, and for him. 
in- Ad he is before all Things, and by him all Things 


con/i/t. 

Laſtly, with regard to the Eternity of the 
Son, as on the one Hand it is ſaid © that God on- 
ly hath Immortality, ſo on the other Eternity is 
aſcrib'd to the Son, in as ſtrong and full Terms, 


the as ever it is to the Father — I am Alpha and 
ow Wi Omega, the Beginning and the Ending, ſaith the 
ice Lord, which is, and which was, and which is to 


come, the Almighty. The Application of this 


. a Ob i», % %%. — not any one Thing, that was made — 

int Ubi omnem exceptionem removere volunt Sacrz Literz, id quod 
ion affirmarunt explicant oppoſiti negatione. Id autem hie ideo fac- 
* tum, ut in lis, quæ per Verbum ſunt condita, intelligerentur e- 
tiam ea quæ conſpicua nobis non ſunt. Colo, i. 16. etiam oi a«a- 
ves Heb. i. 2. contra Gnoſticos : nam illi alium volebant eſſe opiſi 
cem eorum quæ cernimus, alios rerum inaſpectabilium in ſuo 
quemque Pleromate. Nihil ergo præter ipſum Deum ab operi- 
bus Verbi excipitur. Grotius Annot. b Cole. i. 16, 17, See 
Waterland"s Sermons, p. 58 &c. c 17im, vi. 16. d Rev. 
i. 8. | 
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16 A Vindication of the 


Text to our Saviour is fully vindicated from 
all Exceptions by Dr. Vaterland in his Sermons, 
p. 227 &c. 

It is Time now to proceed to the Proofs which 
are brought of theſe Suppoſitions. We are pro- 
mis d mighty things in the Title Page — the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity is to be conſider d in the Light 
of Nature and Reaſon, as well as in the Light, 
in which it was held by the ancient Hebrews, with 
a great deal more. And we are afterwards told 
that it is manifeſtly ſhew'd in theſe Papers from the 
Confideration of the Nature of Spirit, by the Light 
of Reaſon &c. — What is manifeſtly ſhew'd from 
the Light of Reaſon ? not his Notion of the Tri- 
nity : I cannot find where this is prov'd, or at- 
tempted to be prov d. One Page indeed is be- 
ſtow'd to ſhew that God may govern this Univerſe 
by a gradual Subordination of Beings : but what 
is this to the Do&#rine of the Trinity” The Voice 
of Reaſon declares that there is one only God: 
but whether there are only one, or more, Perſons 
in the Unity of the Divine Eſſence, Reaſon has 
not ſufficient Light to diſcover. 

I ſhall begin then with his Teſtimony from 
Euſebius, p. 41. Euſebius has been cenſur'd by 
many, both among the Moderns, and Ancients, 
as an Arian, or at leaſt a Favourer of the Arians, 


8. F. 129. b P. 85. 


and 
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ind therefore is not a Witneſs free from Excep- 
ion. However, let him be heard, I ſhall make 
vo Exception to him: but ſhall only deſire the 
Reader to take Notice, that if ſuch a Writer, as 
his, ſhall appear to have held and maintain'd 
proper Divinity of the Son, and the Hoh 
pirit, we may reaſonably conclude it was the 
urrent Doctrine of the Church before his Times. 
WEu/ebius is doubtleſs an unexceptionable Witneſs 
pn our Side, But our Author has been pleas'd 
o give us this Teſtimony, not as it ſtands in the 
iginal, but in a very faulty Tranſlation of his 
dwn. *1I ſhall therefore give a literal Tranſla- 
ion of ſo much of this Paſſage as is relative to 
pur Purpoſe, and add the Original in the Mar- 
* zin — The Jeus teach that after the Eſſence of 


a Herein I follow the good Advice of Dr. Newton, who in 
is Preface to his Specimen of Theophraſius ſays — I could wiſh 
hen any of the Learned become Writers, and eſpecially Con- 
roverſial Writers, and bring for Proofs, or Illuſtrations of what 
ey advance, Quotations from Greek Authors, they would con- 
deſcend to tranſlate the ſame in this literal Manner. For it may 
„when they ſhall have taken the Pains to do this (and it will 
quire Pains) they may themſelves find Reaſon to think the Quo- 
ion is not to their Purpoſe, b Men mh avegzer e uren 
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God the King of all, which is without Beginning, 
and Unbegotten, there is a Principle begotten of no 
other but the Father, being Fir/t-begotten, and Co- 


ee of the Father's Council, and repreſenting 


1 


his Image ; that be Is prior to, or) bears the Rule 
over, all things, which were afterwards made, 
wherefore they uſe to call him the Image of God, 
the Power of God, the Wiſdom of God, and the 
Word of God, and alſo * the Captain of the Lord's 
Hoſt, and the Angel of the great Council. — He 
goes on to treat of other intelligent Beings, and 
compares the Three Perſons in the Trinity to the 
Heaven, the Sun, and the Moon, and other Spi- 
rits to the Stars, and then follows — © the inef- 
fable and infimte Power of the God of All (like 
the Heaven) comprehending all things, and the 
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creating and illuminating Power of the Divine 
Word being Second after the Father. Therefore 
the Jews are pleas d to call bim the true Light and 
* the Sun of Righteouſneſs ; and the Holy Spirit be- 
ing plac'd the Third after the Second Eſſence, in 
the Order of the Moon, which alſo itſelf they place 
in the firſt and royal Dignity and Honour of a 
Principle of the Univerſe, he alſo being appointed 
by the Maker of the Univerſe to be a Cauſe, or 
Principle of the Things which were afterwards 
made, I mean the Things which were inferior, and 
wanted Aſiſtance from him. But he holding the 
third Place confers on his Inferiors the excellent 
Virtues in him, but he recetv'd them from no other, 
but from God the Word, his Superior and Better, 
who we ſaid was Second to the Supreme and Unbe- 
gotten Nature of God the King of All, from whom 
God the Word himſelf receives and draws Divinity 
ſpringing as it were from a perpetual Fountain, — 
This Paſſage (however ſome Expreſſions in it 
may poſſibly appear exceptionable, yet) plainly 
ſets forth the Divinity both of the Son, and Ho- 
ly Spirit. Both the Son and Holy Spirit are call'd 
Ae, Which, as we ſhall preſently ſhew, ſigni- 
fies a Cauſe, or Principle. The Son is diſtin- 
guiſh'd from other inferior Beings as he is begot- 
ten — zeemnuives = of the Father, whereas all o- 


a Mal, iv. 2. 
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ther the moſt exalted Intelligences were made— 

yer — by him. He is call'd the Coadjutor of his 

Father's Council, God the Word, and is ſaid to re- 

ceive Divinity from the Father, as from a perpe- 

tual Fountain. The Holy Spirit is alſo plainly 

diſtinguiſh'd from all created Beings. He is ſaid 

to be plac d in the firſt and royal Dignity of a 
Principle of the Univerſe, to be a Principle of 
Things afterwards made, and to confer on them 
the excellent Virtues he receivd from God the Word. 
But our Author not only tranſlates 'apxy Head 
or Chief, but omits thoſe ſignificant Words — 
mewry — the Firſt, — and — . — the Univerſe 
or all things. He 1s alſo pleas'd to tranſlate 
D Atys— not, as it ſhould be, God the Word, 
but the Divine Mord: and he ſtops ſhort, before 
he comes to that Clauſe, where God the Word is 
ſaid to receive Divinity from the Father. Laſtly, 
whereas Euſebius tells us in the fame Chapter 
that all the Hebrew Divines, after that God, who 
is over all, and after his firſt-born Wiſdom, eſteem 
as God — MYamSaagzay — the Third and Holy 
Power, which they call the Holy Spirit, our Au- 
thor tranſlates d-w3«2Gzov pay divine Worſhip to. 
This I ſhould have no Objection to, as eſteem- 
ing it a plain Contradiction to pay divine Worſhip 
to that which is no God, did not I find our Au- 


a P. 81, 112, 113. 
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thor of a different Opinion. I muſt therefore in- 
ſiſt that the proper Signification of — n Nα¹νjð 
— is to make a God of, to eſteem and worſhip 
as God. 

It muſt however bo own'd, that, as Euſebius 
has often been call'd an Arian, ſo alſo the Paſ- 
ſage before us has been by ſome thought to ſa- 
vour of Arianiſm. I beg Leave to plead in this 
learned Writer's behalf, that a Diſtinction be- 
tween the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, and a 
Subordination of one to the other, has been a- 
knowledg'd by the moſt zealous Defenders of 
the Nicene Faith. The Son is by all the ancient 
Writers held to be in ſome Senſe inferior to the 
Father, and that even with regard to his Divine 
Nature. The Father is the Firſt Perſon, the San 
the Second : the Father they all repreſent as Un- 
begotten, receiving his Being and Attributes from 
none but himſelf; the Son they teach to be Gad 
of God, begotten of the Father, and receiving his 
Nature and Attributes from the Father, but yet - 
co-eternal and co-equal with the Father, receiving * 
of him from all Eternity the ſame entire and un- 
divided Eſſence. In like manner they acknow- 
ledge the Holy Spirit to be inferior both to the 
Father and the Son, with regard to Order and 
Origin, though equally participating of the ſame | 
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* Divine Nature. What Euſebius here repreſents 
as the Doctrine of the ancient Jews is ſo far 
from being any way contrary to this, that tis 
entirely agreeable to it. 


Caution, as Divines have found themſelves ob- 
lig'd to do fince. When Articles of Faith have 
been contradicted and diſputed, this has taught 
+ Men to guard more carefully againſt all Excep- 
tions, and to expreſs themſelves with greater Ac- 
curacy and Preciſion, than they did before. The 
like has happen'd in other Matters which have 
become the Subject of Controverſy. Popiſh Wri- 
ters have produc'd Paſſages out of the Ancient 
Fathers, which ſeem at firſt Sight very much 
to favour their Doctrines of Tranſub/tantiation, 
Þroocation of Saints &c. though it may be, and 
has been, fully prov'd that they were utter Stran- 
gers to theſe Doctrines, and never deſign d ſo to 
be underſtood in the Paſſages alledg'd from them. 
In the fame manner ſome Expreſſions may oc- 
cur in theſe Writers, which ſeem to favour the 
Arian Hereſy : but yet it may be clearly made 
appear that they held quite another Doctrine. 
This is more eſpecially obſervable in the Times 
a See Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. W. 
imme- 


by 
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immediately preceding the Council of Nice. 
The Sabelians denying che Diſtin&ion of Per- 
ons in the Trinity, the Fathers of that Age, and 


—— — 


particularly Euſebius, who was a warm Oppoſer 
of Sabellius, in their Writings againſt thoſe He- 
reticks, ſometimes expreſs themſelves in ſuch a 
manner, as may at the firſt Sight ſeem inclining 
to the other Extreme. 

Hence alſo we find ſeveral Words us d in a 
more looſe and indeterminate Senſe, which now 
bear a more appropriated Meaning. * Thus with 
regard to the Paſſage before us, the Word ob- 
d — which has ſince been appropriated to ſig- 
nifie the Divine Sub/ance or Eſſence, was then 
frequently us'd to ſignifie, what we now expreſs 
by Perſon, or Perſonality. © The fame Euſebius, 
who here ſtyles the Son — Meripas Oba the 
Second Eſſence, * in another Place owns him to 
be — God in Eſſence and Power. And in this ve- 
ry Book, Chap. 12, where he calls him the Se- 
cond Eſſence, he at the ſame Time diſtinguiſhes 
him from all created Beings, ſtyling him — 4 


a Bull. Op. p. 198. Cave's Life of Euſebius, p. 30 &c. 
b Bull. Op. p. 103. c And fo vice verſi, the Word 
Twas — Which has ſince been appropriated to ſigniſie Per/on, 
was formerly us'd in the Senſe of Eſſence. d Ouir Obe xay 
Iuvdpues vPro, Contr. Marcell. p. 28. Ed. Par. e Gd - 
u, Y F pamtay νπννατνι. (enV ν u hνοεν, AA TH N 
an Apnea. Prep. Evang. Lib. vii. Cap. 12. 
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Divine Power, the Principle or Cauſe of, and 
prior to all created Beings, and begotten of the 
Firſt Cauſe. And in Chap. 13 he quotes Phil 
Judæus as ſaying —* The eternal Word of the ever. 
laſting God is the ftrongeſt and firmeſt Support of 
the Univerſe. Again in the eleventh Book, where 
he ſhews the Agreement of the Platonick Philo- 
ſophy with the Doctrine of the ancient Hebrews, 
in the 14th Chap. which is entitled — * Of the 
Second Cauſe according to the Hebrews and Plato 
— he thus deſcribes this Second Cauſe — © whom il 
the Oracles of the Hebrews teach to be the Word of 
God, and God of God. * Amongſt the reſt. he 
quotes Amelius, Chap. 19, as declaring that St. 
Fohn in the Firſt Chapter of his Goſpel agreed 
with the Doctrine of the Platonifts : and in 
Chap. 17, he quotes Phtinus as comparing the 
Generation of the Son with the Emanation of 
Light from the Sun, and amongſt the reſt has 
this remarkable Paſſage — * when that which be- 
gat is moſt perfect, that which is begotten neceſſa- 
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rily co-exifts with it, ſo as to differ only „erb- 
nal Diverſty. Laſtly, Chap. 20, which is en- 
tit d — * Of the three Perſons who are the Firſt 
Cauſes — he tells us that the Scriptures place the 
Holy Spirit in the Third Order, and that this 
Third Power exceeds all created Beings — and con- 
cludes thus — The Scriptures place the Holy and 
Bleſſed Trinity of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt in the Rank of Principles. * I might 
quote ſeveral other Paſlages in this Book: but 
theſe may be ſufficient to ſhew what, according 
to Euſebius, was the Opinion of the ancient Jews 
with regard to the Doctrine of the Trinity. I 
ſhall refer only to one Place more in his Deman- 


Enn *S; Ss 


5 DE S % ot 


+ 
- 


dio Evangelica, which is the Sequel to this 
* 2 of the Preparation. It is in the ſecond 
\« Chapter of the Fourth Book, where he calls the 
of a Iligs Toy Tear Agri D . b Oi ON 34 Tries A 
As plu A x Wang orcs Teludk Thani, Vis, 5% apes Tigre; ob 
* de M iu e We ſee here what Fuſebius means by 
2. ; — Cauſe, Origin, or Principle. It is ſynonymous with 


inen; thus he calls the Son dingen aimer, and the Holy Spirit 
ire ane And in the viith Book, Chap. 12, which is entitl'd 
ati 7 3 Mig Aims N he tells us that Thales makes 
Water, Anaximenes Air &c. Agv F meren, but the Scrip- 
call the Second Eſſence — App Tar fortran mirror. This 
1 Paſſage our Author quotes, and tranſlates Aęu Principle. 

d yet here he would perſwade us that 'Agzz4 fignifies only Head, 
pr Chief. d See Dr. Cave's Life of Eu/ebins. 
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Son — * the one perfect and Only-begotten God of 
God — * a Second Light, like in all things to him- 
him : he afterwards goes on to compare the Ge- 
neration of the Son with the Emanation of Light 
from a luminous Body, of Odours from fragrant 
Bodies, and then adds that the Generation of the 
Son is above all Compariſon, and not after the 
Manner of any natural Bodies, and ſays that 
* the Son was begotten, not being for any Time 
without Exiſtence, and afterwards made, but ex- 
Hing and pre-exiſting before everlaſting Ages, and 
co-exiſting always as a Son with the Father, and 
not being Unbegotten, but Begotten of the Unbegot- if 
ten Father, being the Only-begotten Word, and if 
God of God, not emitted from the Subſtance of the 
Father by any Separation, Section, or Divifion, 
but receiving his Eſſence by the ineffable and in- 
comprehenſible Will and Power of the Father in 4 
Manner not to be expreſs d, or comprebended by us 
from all Ages, or rather before all Ages. 
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* The next Proof our Author brings of the 
Opinion of the ancient Jews, is, from Philo the 
Jew. But here he gives us only a few Phraſes, 
not taken out of Philo himſelf, but out of Euſe- 
bius. And yet theſe very Paſſages he refers to 
afford good Proof of the Son's Divinity. In the 
firſt Paſſage we meet with the Place I cited be- 
fore— * The eternal Word of the everlaſting God 
i the ftrongeſt and firmeſt Support of the Univerſe. 

In the other Paſſage referr'd to Euſebius quotes 
8 Phil as calling © the Word the everlaſting Image 
of the Father. I will not indeed undertake to 
vindicate, or account for every Expreſſion in 
Philo: but I will venture to ſay that the Autho- 
rities produc d by this Eſſay- Writer are nothing 
Wto his Purpoſe. If Philo calls the Son à Second 
Cod, he ſays no other in Effect, than what the 
Nicene Creed ſays, that the Son is God of God. 
If he compares the Son to the Vice-Roy of a 
great King, * this Author will inform us that 
St. Bafil has done the ſame, If he calls him the 
Image of God, the Fir/t-born Logos, the moſt an- 
cient of Angels, the Archangel with many Names, 
the A (not Chief, but) Principle, the Name 
of God, the Overſeer of Iſrael, all this he might 
do without derogating in the leaſt from his true 


a P. 43, 44- b See above P, 23. e Ths H &xg10- 
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Divinity. He is the Image of God, but he is, 
according to the ſame Philo, his eternal Image; 
he is the Word of God, but Philo himſelf will tell 
us that he is the eternal Word of the everlaſting 
God; he is the Angel moſt properly and empha- 
tically ſo call'd, * the Angel of the Covenant, * the 
Angel of God's Preſence, and in the Language 
of the Septuagint and of Euſebius, the Angel of Wl 
the Great Council, which is in the Original — 
the wonderful Counſellor, the Mighty God. Again 
with Philo we acknowledge and contend that 
the Son is Ac, the Principle, or Cauſe, of all 
Things, that be is before all Things, and by him 
all Things conſiſt. To him moſt properly belongs 
the Name of Cod: he was the Overſeer of Iſrael; 
and for this very Reaſon, as we ſhall ſoon ſee, 
he can be no other than the True God. The 
ſame Philo in ſeveral Places calls the Word God; 
f aſcribes the Creation of the World to him; 
© tells us that he is 10 Creature, * that he is 2. 
bove all the World, more ancient and general than 
any Things that are made, and attributes Eterniij 
and Immen/ity to him. In other Places he re · 


a Mal. iii. 1. b , lxiü. 9. e ix. 6. d Col. i. 17. 
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reſpect of which he is call d God of Gods, one of 
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preſents God as attended with two. Powers, in 


which is the ſame with the Logos, or Word, and 
to which he aſcribes the Creation of the World. 
And in his Book of the Migration of Abraham 
he has this remarkable. Paſſage — The Father 
of all Things 1s in the Middle, who in the Sacred 


Writings is by bis proper Name call d He that is; 


but on each Side are the Powers, which are moſt 
ancient and neareſt to him that is, one of whnch ts 
call'd the Creative, the other the Royal Power, the 


Creative Power is call'd Gad, for by it he hath 


Mac d and ſet in order all Things, and the Royal 
Power is call'd Lord, for it is right that the 
Maker ſhould govern and command that which ts 


W made. He therefore wwho is in the Middle, being 
Wertended by each of his Powers, repreſents to the 


entelligent Mind the Appearance ſometimes of One, \ 
ometimes of Three. — It is indeed ſomewhat ſur- 
prizing to ſee Philo appear as a Witneſs againſt 
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us In this Cauſe. * His Teſtimony has been cons 
ſtantly alledg'd by Chriſtian Writers in Confir. 
mation of the Chriſtian Doctrine of the Trinity. 
It appears from his Writings that this Doctrine 
was then current among the Jews. He could 
not have it from the Goſpel: for that was ſcarce 
yet publiſh'd : and if he had it from the Gentile 
Philoſophers, they themſelves muſt have it from 
Fews ſtill more ancient. Nay this Argument 
has appear'd ſo cogent that ſome to evade it have 
been driven to pretend that Philos Works were 
counterfeited by ſome Chriſtian of later Date. 

I come next to our Author's Proofs from 
Scripture. One of the chief Paſſages he builds 
his Hypotheſis on is Deut. 32. 8, 9 : and here he if 
chooſes to follow the Septuagint Tranſlation. The if 
Reaſon why he prefers the Verſion of the Sep- 
tuagint to the preſent Reading in our Hebrew 
Bible is, partly, becauſe Commentators have found 
it difficult to explain this Text, as we have it 
in the Hebrew; and partly, becauſe it is ſupported 
by a Paſſage out of the Book of Ecclefiaſticus. It 
muſt be own'd that there is ſome Difficulty in 
interpreting this Text : but I cannot think it is 
at all eaſier of Interpretation, as it ſtands in the 


a See Bulli Op. p. 13, 14. Allix's Judgment of the Tewiſb 
Church, p. 121 &c. 145 &c. 274 &c. 267, 182. b See 


Allix, p. 75. c P. 34 &e. 
Septua- 


Doctrine of the Trinity Cc. 31 
eptuagint. The Number and Bounds of the 
ations have been perpetually varying. How 
hen, and when were they ſer according to the 
umber of the Angels of God ? Or what Senſe is 
ere in ſuppoſing that God, to whom T. 
ands of Thouſands miniſter, ſhonld find it neceſ- 
ſary to proportion the Bounds of the People accord- 
ing to the Number of bis Angels? And therefore 
WI ſhould rather (till I meet with a better) prefer 
he Senſe which Bp. Patrick, * and Bochart, give 
of this Text. — God ſo diſtributed the Earth a- 
mg the ſeveral People that were therein, that he 
eſery'd, or in his Counſel defign'd, fuch a Part of 
the Earth for the Iſraelites, who were then unborn, 
as he knew would afford a commodious Habitation 
Wo moſt numerous Nation. 4 
Nor is our Author's Interpretation of the Text 
ny way confirm'd by the Paſſage cited from 
Ecclfiaſticus, which will itſelf bear a different 
Senſe. — © He ſet a Ruler — wy — over eve- 
ry People; but Iſrael is the Lord's Portion. Our 
Author for Ruler would put governing Angel : 


a Dan, vii. 10. b Phaleg. Cap. 15. Many other Com- 
mentators interpret it much in the ſame manner, and particularly 
the learned Mr. Ainſworth, who alſo diſapproves of the Septua- - 
int Verſion, and mentions the Jewiſh Tradition of ſo many An- 
iÞ gels being ſet over the Nations, but paſſes this Cenſure upon it — 
But we are warn'd to beware how we intrude ourſelves into theſe 
things, which we have not ſeen. c Eccluſ. xvii. 17. 
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ſaid that they had rejected him, that he ſhould nat 


ius: and to the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks Drufius. b 1 Sam. xii. 13. 


32 A Findication of the 
but this is his own Comment, no way warrants 
ed, either by the Text, or Context. The Text 
may better be interpreted of the Divine Theacras 
cy. Kings and Rulers were by the divine Pro- 
vidence appointed over other Nations: but N 
rael was plac d under the peculiar Government 
of God himſelf — Hence it ſaid that the Lord 
God was their King: and, when they aſk d 4 
King to judge them hike all the Nations, the Lord 


reign over them. 

But our Author is welcome to take both theſe i 
Texts in Deuteronomy, and Ecclefiaſticus, in his Wl 
own Senſe. I would only deſire to know by iſ 
what Authority he inſerts in the latter Text the 
important Word God. There is no ſuch Word 
either in our Tranſlation, or the Original. The 
Verb — xaT:51ot — he ſet — relates to the Lord, 
who is mention'd in the firſt Verſe, and conti- 
nues to be ſpoke of throughout the Chapter, 
* who gave to the Hraelites the Law of Life, * the 
Majeſty of whoſe Glory their Eyes ſaw, and their 
Ears heard his glorious Voice, This Perſon there- 
fore, who ſet a Ruler over every People was the 


a Senſus eſt, ſicut cæteræ gentes a ſuis Regibus, ita populus 
Hebraicus a Deo ipſo regebatur. Erat enim Otoxgxne, ſays Gro- 


c 1 San. viii, „ _ 0 V. 08. CY. BS. 


Lord, 
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Led the fame whoſe Portion Ijrael is here ſaid 
to be. And this, at leaſt according to the Doc- 
W trine of this Eſſay, could be no other than the 
Son of God. In ſome Copies this is expreſs d ſtill 
more plainly — v DE9Ti\dbim ITpanh aur He- 
Wh pid — and be took Hfrael for his own Portion, In 
either Reading this Paſſage bears a quite diffe- 
rent Senſe from that which this Addition of our 
Author would fix upon it. He would ſeem 
Wfrom hence to argue that the Lord was one of 
choſe Angels, or created Beings, to whom the 
W.Supreme God, who bad appointed Rulers, or go- 
ning Angels, over other People, committed the 
are of Iſrael. But in the Text, the Lord, whoſe 
Portion Hrael was, is repreſented as ſuperior to 
Wall other Rulers, who were only his Deputies, 
4 ſet over every People by his Power and Authori- 
ty. He is allo ſaid to be © the Creator of Man- 
bind, and all Things in general. All our Works 
are ſaid to be as the Sun before him, ——— 
We continually upon our Ways. | 
In the Text alſo cited out of Deuteronomy, as 
tt ſtands in the Sepruagint, the Son of God is plain- 
ly enough diſtinguiſh'd from the Angels. The 
Bounds of the Nations were, according to this Ver- 
ſion, ſet according to the Number of the Angels of 


'P 34, 47. b See P. 33. c Ch. xvü. 1. 
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34 A Vindication of the 
God, and (in the Hebrew 19 — but) the Lordi 
Portion is his People Jacob. Jacob was peculiarly 
diſtinguiſh'd from all other Nations, inaſmuch 
as no Angel, but the Sor of God himſelf, the 
Lord Fehovah was their Ruler. 

Accordingly we find ael frequently call'd Ml 
the Heritage, the Inheritance of God, and that in 
ſuch Terms, as plainly denote him to be the 
True God. I ſhall cite two or three out of ma- 
ny, which might be alledg'd. At the Dedica- 
tion of the Temple we find Solomon offering ai 
moſt ſolemn Prayer to God Almighty, in which 
he thus ſpeaks of Mae! — For they be thy Peo-· 
ple, and thine Inheritance which thou broughtef 
forth out of Egypt — for thou didft ſeparate tben 
from among all the People of the Earth to be thin 
Inheritance &c. And this God, to whom Sol. 
mon prayed, was the Supreme God, of whom iti 
is ſaid, v. 60, that the Lord is God and there it 
none elſe, and at v. 23, that there is no God kk 
him in Heaven above, or on Earth beneath. 

Again, P/al.xxxwi, the Pſalmiſt thus expreſſe il 
himſelf — © Bleſſed is the Nation, whoſe God is ti 
Lord, and the People, whom he hath choſen for bi 
own Inheritance — And the Lord here ſpoken of 
is * the Lord by whoſe Word the Heavens wer: 
made, and all the Hoſt of them by the Breath of 


a 1 An, viii. 51. b v. 53. c P/al, xxxii.1i2. d v.6 
f hy 


Doctrine of the Trinity &c. 35 


=: Mouth, — who bringeth the Counſel of the 
Heathen to nought, — * who beholdeth all the 
Sons of Men, — faſbioneth their Hearts, and con- 
WW /dereth all their Works. 

= Laſtly, the Prophet Jeremiah ſpeaking of the 
WL Gods of the Heathen ſays — * The Portion of Jacob 
Ws noc liłe them : for he is the Former (or Maker) 
/ all Things, and Iſrael is the Rod of his Inberi- 
fance ; the Lord of Hoſts is his Name. And in 
the former Part of this Chapter, this Lord is 
aid to be the True God, the Living God, and an 


= verlaſting King, — who made the Earth by his 
©0- Power, eſtabliſbd the World by his Wiſdom, and 
2 Vrerchd out the Heavens by his Diſcretion. 


= It was indeed an Opinion prevalent in the 
Heathen World, that every Nation had its tute- 
ary Angel, or God. Accordingly we find Rab- 
ateb, (who ſeems to have been of our Author's 
opinion, that the God of Iſrael was only one of 
thoſe governing Spirits, who was denoted by the 
Nane of the Lord, or Jebovab,) boaſting thus — 
le 7/40 are they among all the Gods of the Countries, 
bat have deliver d their Country out of mine Hand, 

Pau- the Lord ſhould deliver Jeruſalem out of mine 
Hand? But Hezekiah prayed before the Lord, 


a P/al. xxxiii. 11, b v. 13. e A 6. > + © 
. 29. g 1 Kings xvili. 35. h 1 Kin, xix. 
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36 A Vindication of the 


and ſaid, O Lord God of Iſrael, which qwelleft 
between the Cherubims, thou art the God, even thou 
alone, of all the Kingdoms of the Earth, thou baſi 
made Heaven and Earth. — We ſee here the God 
of Ifrael, by which Appellation, if there is any 
Truth in this Eſſay, the Second Febovah is in all 
particular Manner diſtinguiſb d, is ſaid to be God 
alone of all the Kingdoms of the Earth. And he bh 
not only oppos'd to the Gods of the Heathen, * wi 
they were no Gods, but the Work of Men's Hands, 
Wood and Stone, but, as has been already ob- 
ſerv'd, moſt eminently diſtinguiſh'd from all, 
who are improperly call'd Gods, by his Works 
of Creation and Providence, — thou haſt made Hea- 
ven and Earth. — And again, v. 19— O Lord our 
God, I beſeech thee, ſave thou us out of his Hand 
that all the Kingdoms of the Earth may know that 
thou art the Lord God, even thou only. 
The Notion alſo of Turelary Angels prevail'd 
among the ancient Fathers, who ſeem to har 
grounded their Opinion chiefly on this Text, a 
they had it in the Septuagint "Tranſlation : but 
then they always aſſerted an eſſential Diſtinction 
and Superiority of the Son of God over the An 
gels, I ſhall produce only one Paſſage, which 
our Author himſelf has been fo good as to point 
out to us. Clemens Alexandrinus tells us tha: 


2 P, 64. b v. 18. c Strom, lib. 7. p. 832. Ed. Pot. 
the 
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Angeli were by the Divine Command diſtribu- 
among the Nations: but then he tells us that 
We = the Sen, who appointed theſe governing 
F9irits. And a little before he has theſe remark» 
| ble Words. — * This (viz. the Nature of the Son} 
Ws tbe greateſt Excellence, which diſpoſes all things 
Wccording to the Will of the Father, and governs 
e Univerſe in the beſt Manner, elfecting all things 
2 indefatigable and inexhauſtible Power, in 

phich he ſo works as to ſee into hidden Thoughts. 
| 


ar the Son of God never leaves his Watch-Tower, 
eing not divided, not ſeparated, not moving from 
WP ace to Place, but being always every where, and 
9 way circumſcribd or limited, all Intellect, all 
's Father's Light, all Eye, ſeeing all things, bear- 
rg al! things, knowing all things, ſearching Paws 
b bis Power, To him the whole Hoſt of An. 
Wels 2nd Gods is ſubject.— The Omnipotence, the 
WD 1niſcience, and the Omnipreſence of God the Son, 
ud his Superiority over the Angels, cannot be 
Tre clearly, or fully expreſs'd. 


2 Aben » POIs Urigozy y Tee. warnte Ale xT To Rams 2 
4 cgbs, g T0 Dov Ag II a xg 1447 w 3, ATgOTY Juveer w- 
we te2cCoutrn, ON av crigye mas dag Covolas zA & 0 
Eiomrry mers The a i © i dg rd Otod, & prealopdp©>, c 
Ds retard os, ov era o Tory dg rde, urn b) Wy rr, 
> ap ao pO», des „de, des Os ger, Wes 50 9 AdG, 
TT gd, c Axe, dhe were, dura mes Juris ig rv. 
SETS THC VIUTHTGXT| cen yew! Ts © F Oar, Ib. 
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38 A Vindication of the 


It has been thought by ſeveral learned Men 
that there is ſome Ground for this Notion of 
Tutelary Angels, in the Paſſage * produc'd by 
our Author from Dan. x: nor am I any way 
concern'd, or inclin'd, to diſpute this Point with 
him, or to examine his curious Comment on 
Heb. ii. 5, and Jude 6. 

Some alſo have been of Opinion that by M. 
chael the Archangel is to be underſtood our BH 
Jed Saviour. IT ſhould rather prefer the learned 
Mr. Mede's Opinion, who ſuppoſes the chief 
Princes here mention'd to be the ſeven chief An 
gels or Spirits, which attend more immediately] 
on God's Throne, and Michael to have been the 
firſt and principal of theſe. And, if we ſuppol 
other Nations to have been govern'd by Tutelaril 
Angels, theſe ſeven Archangels may very well bl 
ſuppos d to have miniſter d to God in the G 
vernment of Mrael, which he had reſerv'd foi 
his own peculiar Inheritance. And on this Ac- 
count he might be call'd © their Prince, * md 
great Prince, which flandeth for the Children oi 
Ifrael. But if our Author will contend that by 
Michael in Scripture is ſignified the Son of God, 


a P.45. b Works, p. 41, 495, 908. See Rev. i. 4. — 
* v. 6. viii. 2. Zech. iv. 10. Tob. xii. 15. Cin 
Alex. p. 68 5. Cypr. adv. Jud. lib. i. cap. 10. © Dan. x. 21. 
d — Xi. I. 


I am 
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am not willing to be poſitive in Things of this 
ature : only deſire it may be remember d that 
Michael is ſufficiently diſtinguiſh'd from the o- 
her Angels. He is call'd * the great Prince, the 
cbangel, and the other Angels are call'd bis 
igel. The Name too of Michael if interpreted 
Who is like God? — may be a very proper Ap- 
ellation for him, who was himſelf God, and 


VH. 
2 like him. But here I muſt complain of a 
mall Miſtake either in the Author, or the Prin- 


er. Our Author reads it — who is he God; — 
„chout an Interrogation, and from thence would 
Wnfnuate that this Michael, whom he ſuppoſes 
o be the Son, was only like to the Father, and 
ot equal to him. He would take an Advan- 
Sage of an Ambiguity in the Engh/h Language, 
Where — Who — ſignifies ſometimes Qyrs? and 
Wometimes Qui, and is diſtinguiſh'd only by the 
Pointing. But there is no ſuch Ambiguity in 
he Hebrew, where ' ſignifies Qui, and 1» 
| Iways ſignifies Qyrs, Who? with an Interroga- 
on. 
Our Author ſeems to lay great Streſs on the 
en of God's being call'd both in Scripture, and 
in other Writers, an Angel, or Archangel. But 
t has been already obſerv'd that this Title moſt 
properly belongs to him. The Word IND ſig- 


a Dan. xii. 1. b Jude . c Rev. Xii. 7. ä 
nifies 
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the Old Teftament to be moſt eminently and pe 


' The Son of God is no Angel. Accordingly, wher 


* * 3 


40 AMA Vindication of the 


nifies in general any Meſſenger, Miniſter, or En. 
baſſader. It is often us'd of mere Men. The 
like may be faid of the Word "ay44A@©». The 
Word therefore may very properly be applied 
to our Lord, eſpecially with regard to his Me 
diatorial Office, in which he acted by Commul: 
ſion from the Father, and was his Embaſſad 
and Meſſenger to Mankind. He ſeems indeed in 


culiarly call'd — c T&D — which may br 
more properly tranſlated, not — the Angel of the 
Lord — but — the Angel Jehovah. — He is al. 
ſo in the New Teflament on the fame Account 
call'd "Amos — an Apoſtle : and yet I hop 
this Writer will allow him to be of a Natur 
ior to that of Paul, or Peter. But we g 
nerally uſe the Word Angel in a more reſtrain'd 
Senſe, to fignifie all Intelligences of a middk 
Nature between God and Man. In this 


* —_— — A" MC —_— 


ever the Son of God is call'd in Scripture an Aw 
gel, we may always find ſome Mark of Diſtine- 
tion, which will ſhew that no common Angel i 
meant. And in other Scriptures his Pre-emb- 
nence above the Angels is expreſly aſſerted : and 
all the Angels call'd on to worſhip him. Th 


2 Particularly Cen. xxxii, 3. Numb. xx. 14, and elſewhere. 
b Heb. vii. 1. c Heb. i. 5 &c. ii. 2 &c. Col, i. 16, 17. 
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me Fathers alſo who aſſert that the Angel of the 
rd, who appear 'd to the Patriarchs, was the 
jim to the Angels. * Juſtin Martyr affirms that 
ne of the three Angels, who appear d to Abra- 
am, was God and Lord, and Lord of the two other 
gels. Novatian alfo, ſpeaking of the Angel who 
ppear'd to Agar, thus argues — This Angel, if 
were only an Angel, why does be take upon him 
= /ay — 1 will make of him a great Nation 
Whereas ſuch Power belongs to Gad, and cannot be- 
g to an Angel. 

Another Title given by Phib to the Sav is the 
Nas, or Ward of God. And herein I heartily a- 
ee both with Phils and our Author, and am 
ell plcas'd to find him © interpreting that Paſ- 
ze, Miſd. xviii. 14 &c. in this Senſe. He could 
dt well have produc'd a ſtronger Teſtimony a- 
n inſt himſelf. * The Word is here ſaid to be A+ 
by, and ſcated with God on a Royal Throne : 
Wd his Immenſity is moſt beautifully expreſs'd 
it touch the Heaven, but it ſtood upon the 
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an Tryph. p. 279. Ed. Par. b Hie Angelus, fi Au- 

and tus fantum eſt, cur hoc ſibi vendicat, ut dicat, In gentem e- 

The magnam faciam eum, cum hoc utique genus Potentiæ Dei 

„Angeli eſſe non poſſit. Novat. de Trin. cap. xvi. c P. 49. 

here Bl Sec Bull. Op. p. 14. Alix. Judgm. &c. p. 106. 
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High, and covering the Earth as a Cloud, or M 


4.2 A Vindication of the 
Earth. I am glad too that he allows the Meni 


Chaldee Paraphraſes, to be the Son of God, becauſe 
this has been by ſome call'd in Queſtion. Such 
things are in theſe Paraphraſes attributed to this 
Word of 3 as can be ſpoken of none bu 
the True God, as the learned Dr. Allix has ful- 
ly prov'd in the Treatiſe above cited. i 

Another Title of the Son our Author tells mo 
is the Wiſdom of God: and then from a Paſlageli 
in Ecclefiaſticus he attempts to ſhew that thi 
Wiſdom, tho call'd eternal, is yet declar'd a creat 
ed Being. The like he ſeems willing to infeſ 
from Prov. viii. 22 &c. I am ſenſible ſom 
learned Men have underſtood this Paſſage uf 
Ecclefiaſticus of the Son of God: and many Parti 
culars in it are certainly very applicable to hin 
© But the Generality of Commentators interpreii 
it of the Quality or Attribute of Viſdom, dil 
play'd by God in the Formation of the World 
and Delivery of the Law. i/dom is here ri 
preſented as coming out of the Mouth of the 


This ſeems to allude to Gen. ii. 6, where we real 
that there went up a Mift from the Earth, 


a Chap. xii &c. b P. 50 &. c See Grotias and ot 
among the Critici Sacri, d Fcclaſ. xxiv. 3 &. e n 


4 Vun Gr. | 
Water 
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water d the whole Face of the Ground, In the fol- 
lowing Verſes, Wiſdom is deſcrib'd as dwelling in 
bigh Places, placing her Throne in a cloudy Pillar, 
compaſſing the Circuit of Heaven, walking in the 
Bottom of the Deep, in the Waves of the Sea, and 
7 all the Earth. By theſe figurative Expreſſions, 
WI apprehend, is to be underſtood the Wiſdom of 
G manifeſted in the Formation of all theſe 
hings. Wiſdom is afterwards repreſented, as 
cabiding particularly in Jacob, and receiving ber 
ueritance in Iſrael, What is meant by this 
and what follows, is, I think, explain'd, v. 23. 
W— 4 theſe Things are the Book of the Covenant 
Wo the moſt High God, even the Law, which Moſes 
: 88 commanded for an Heritage unto the Congregation 
7 acc. The Wiſdom therefore, which the Son 
in Sirach here deſcribes in ſuch magnificent 
rerms, is the Quality, or Attribute of Miſdom, 
which God exemplified in the Creation of the 
ra World, and more particularly in the Law, which 
be gave to the Children of Mael. * Accordingly 
in the following Verſes Wiſdom is mention d as 
correſpondent and ſynonymous to LJudenſtanding, 
and the Doctrine of Knowledge. This is indeed 
what this Writer ſeems to mean by Wiſdom 
throughout the whole Book. * He begins with 
telling us that Wiſdom cometh from the Lord, and 


a V. 25—27. b Ecchiſ. i, 1 Kc. : 
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fear the Lord is the Beginning of Wiſdom. It il 


_ rivatives, are often us'd both by prophane and ſa- 


44 A Vindication of the 


is with him for ever. And ſoon after it follows, i 
as in the Paſſage under Conſideration — * Wk 
dom hath been created before all Things, and the Wl 
Underſtanding of Prudence from everlaſting — and 1 
again — * He created her, and ſaw ber, and num 
ber'd her, and pour'd her forth upon all bis Works. 
Again we are told that the Word of God mA 
High is the Fountain of Wiſdom ; and that 8 


plain that by Viſdam is here ſignified no Perſon, 
but the Quality, or Attribute of W:/dvm : and 
yet this Wiſdom, though ſtrictly and properly e. 
ternal, is ſaid to have been created. It is well 
known indeed that the Word «ri&@, and its De- 


cred Writers in a more looſe and improper Senſe, 
and are applied to Things incapable of Creatin 
in the ſtrict Senſe of the Word. Grotim hem 
explains the Word to ſignifie manifeſted by is 
Effects. But our Author will underſtand tie 


Terms made and created in the ſtricteſt Proprie- 
ty of the Words, and yet will contend that E. 
ternity, though expreſs'd in the plaineſt Terms 
fignifies only a finite Duration. If W:/dom hen 
is to be taken in his own Senſe, I cannot feel 


a Feeluſ. i. 4 b ev. 9. ev.z. d v. 14. e bee 
Eecluſ. vii. 16. x. 18. xl. 1, 10. xliv. 2. P/al. cii, 18, Lev. xvl, 
16. Heb, ix. 11, 1 Pet. ii. 13, © 

what 
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bat Foundation he can have for aſſerting ſo 
eremptorily that created muſt be underſtood in the 
ame Senſe with the Words of Moſes, «where be de- 
ribes the Creation of Light. There is no ſuch 
ompariſon here made, nor any Intimation giv- 
Wn that ſuch a Creation was intended. 
* The Wiſdom mention'd, Prov. viii, has been 
y many Interpreters ſuppos'd to mean the ſame 
hing. But I muſt here declare my Agreement 
ith our Author in interpreting this Text of the 
„ of God, though to what Purpoſe it is cited. 
Sy him I can't fo eaſily apprehend, * It has 
een alledg'd by Chriſtian Writers from the firſt 
les, as a Proof of the proper Eternity of the 
3. It was indeed alſo urg'd by the Ariam, as 
Argument that the Sn of God was a Crea- 
re. But then they argued only from the Sep- 
int Tranſlation, which renders the Word 
> — by — xr: ws — and this our Author 
2 mm But this, 


S K 


=> 


Prop. viii. 22 Is b See Waterland"s Sermons at * 
gs Let, p. 241 Kc. Ju. Mart. Dial. cum Tryph. p. 284, 
9. Ves. I. iv. eap. 7. Athenag. p. 10. Ed. Par. See Stephen's 
Wer mons on Heb. f. 6. p. 35 &c. e There is only one Place 
We fides where 'tis render'd by the Sepraagint vr and that 
Gen. 14. 19. Here it muſt be own'd it may properly bear ei- 
her Senſe — yp") EITWw TP — the Creator, or the Poſſeſſor, 
f Heaven and Earth, — The other ancient Verſions take it in 
ie latter Senſe, 
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if not a corrupt Reading for — rut or iN 
— is a faulty Tranſlation. The Verb — p 
is by all the Lexicographers interpreted — to ac. 
quire or poſſeſs, and is almoſt every where by 
the Septuagint render'd by — x70. — In one 
Place they have tranſlated — 3h — e pe: 
and the like Senſe it ſeems to bear Gen. iv. 1. 
This Wiſdom farther faith of herſelf — o 
YNDDI — T was anointed from everlaſiing — The 
Root p) properly ſignifies 10 pour forth, and 
from thence comes to ſignifie — to anoint, · ori 
conſecrate. It is applied to the Son of God, Pali 
11. 6. Another Expreſſion here us'd, v. 24, is 
ο - hich properly ſignifies I was brought il 
forth. — And this the Septuagint too tranſlates = 
Ma ps — be begat me. — Another remarkable 
Expreſſion we meet with, v. 30 — Wye W 
(12K — And I was by bim, as one brought up wit 
bim. — The Word hu, — is generally ſupposol 
to ſignifie a Son, or Pupil, under Education: 
and, if we take it in this Senſe, we muſt ſup- 
poſe the Scripture to ſpeak in Alluſion to the 
Cuſtoms and Manners of Mankind. The Word 
thus taken convey to us the Idea of a San, who 
was in the Beginning with God, educated, as it 
© were, in his own Houſe; his beloved Son, i 
whom he was well pleas'd, in whoſe Preſence and 


a Zach, xiii. 5. See Bochart. Phaleg. p. 784. 
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WBchaviour he took Delight, as a Man does in that 
or a darling Child. From all this taken together 
Wit ſeems reaſonable to conclude that the Viſdam 
Where deſcrib'd is the Sor of God: but I cannot 
find here the leaſt Intimation that he is a Crea- 
ture. On the contrary his Eternity is here ſet 
forth in great Variety of Expreſſions. The in- 
ſpir'd Writer ſeems to labour to. expreſs this 
Doctrine in the ſtrongeſt and fulleſt Terms. 
This Wiſdom is ſaid to be — 1907 IVWR1) — 2p- 
V od ound — the Beginning, Principle, or Cauſe, 
of all God's Ways — vhydo dp — of old be- 
fore his Works. Again — ND) 9 —7 
was ſet up, or conſecrated from everlaſiing..\ There 
follows a beautiful Enumeration of the Works of 
the Creation: and this Wiſdom is ſaid to have 
exiſted before any of them. * But from hence 
our Author takes occaſion to infer that from e- 
verlaſting ſignifies no more, than that he wwas ſpo- 
ken into Exiſtence before the Creation of this World, 
before the Sun and the Moon, thoſe Meaſures of Du- 
ration, which were given Mankind for Signs and 
for Seaſons. — He might as well argue that be- 
cauſe * Feſus Chriſt is the ſame yeſterday, to day, 
and for ever, therefore he was ſpoken into Exiſt= 


ery 


8s - 3 8 38 7 


, TE» 


that the Eternity of the Father himſelf is de- 
a P. 51, 52. b Heb. xiii. 8. 


ence but yeſterday. He ſhould have remember d 
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ſcrib'd in the like Terms, — * Before the Mun. 
tains were brought forth, or ever thou bud form d 
the Earth and the World, even from everlaſting to 
everlaſting, thou art God, ſaith the Pſalmft. — 
b Before the Day was, I am he, ſaid the Lord by 
the Prophet Jaiab, the Lord, before whom therd 
was no God form d, neither ſhall there be after him. 
Beſides Wiſdom is here call'd in general, and with. 
out any Reſtriction, the Beginning of God's Way, 
is faid to have been of old before any of his Works; 
to have been by him, as one brought up with him, 
to have been daily his Delight, rejoycing akways 
before him. The ancient Fathers carry this Ar- 
gument ſtill farther : they infer from theſe very 
Appellations that the Son was ſtrictly and pro- 
perly eternal. If the Son, they ſay, is the Word, 
or Reaſon, and Wiſdom of the Father, the Father 
eould never exiſt without him. This at leaſt we 
may conclude from hence that the Co-eternity of 
the Son was the current Opinion in thoſe early 


Ages. 


a P/al, xc. 2. b J. XIiii. 13. c Thus Athenagoras == 
EE e 39 © Os, „ds aides ay, d zun ads c bc T Aion, ti- 
Aus de wv. P. 10. Ed. Par. — And thus alſo Alewander Bp. 
of Alexandria — Nas It, & Als % Zola ir © On 6 Tide, yy . 
. 074 CI% #03 ien vg auTE5 Abyery νο xc A 76y Ov6y wart. 
Ap. Socr. Hiſt. l. i. c. 6. See alſo Hippolyt. cont. Noet. c. 10. 
Origen. cont. Cel/. 1. viii. p. 386. Item Diony/. Alex. ap. Athanal. 


tom. I. p. 253. 


* Our 
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= * Our Author proceeds to obſerve from Philo, 
bar this Archangel with many Names, whoſe Por- 
oon was Ifrael, was alſo call d by the Name of God, 
nd tells us that the numerous Inſtances in the Old 
Lament, where an Angel is call'd Jehovah, are 
Wo be underſtood of this Perſon. In theſe Points 
e has my moſt hearty Concurrence: I only 
onder he ſhould not be led from hence to ac- 
Wnowledge that this Perſon is truly God. It has 
een already ſhewn in what Senſe the Son of 
od is in Scripture call'd an Angel: and it has 
een obſerv'd that, where he is ſo call'd, there 
generally ſome Mark of Diſtinction, which 
ay convince us that no common Angel is meant. 


his we ſhall find to be true in the Paſſages pro- 
Wuc'd in this Eſay. 
Thus, when he Angel of the Lord appear d 
d Hagar, this Angel is not only © afterwards call'd 
ovab, but promiſes in his own Name — * 7 
ly WW: multiply thy Seed exceedingly : — and fhe call d 
Name of Jelouab that ſpake unto her, — Thou 
Wood /ceft me. 
This appears ſtill more plainly in the next 
By. aſſage. One of the Perſons, who appegr'd to 


a Pag. 53 &c. b Genefis xvi. 7 &c. c verl. 13. 
verſ. 10. See Novat. de Trin. cap. 26. e Gen, xvii. 
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Abraham in the Plains of Mamre, is not only 


50 A Vindication of the 


call'd Jehovah, * but Abraham offers up Prayers i 
to him, calls him the Judge of all the Earth, 
and ſuppoſes him to have Power to ſpare, and 
to deſtroy, as he ſees fit. And this Perſon not 
only accepts this Homage, but aſſumes to him- 
ſelf the Power of ſaving, or deſtroying Sodom, as 
their Sins ſhould appear to deſerve. 

Again, the Angel, who ſpake to Jacob in oi 
Dream, not only calls himſelf Jebovab, bu 
the God of Bethel, the God of Abraham, and th 
God of Iſaac. And to the ſame God, Jaco, 
when at Bethel, vod a Vow, ſaying, F Gu 
will be with me, and will keep me in the Way tha 
Igo, and will give me Bread to eat, and Raimi 
to put on; ſo that I come to my Father's Houſe nf 
Peace, then ſhall Jehovah be my God. 

In the next Inſtance our Author himſelf ob 
ſerves that the Angel, who appear d to Moſes "Mil 
the Buſh, is not only call d by Mofes Jehovah, Wi 
but calls himſelf the God of Abraham, the Gad 
Jaac, and the God of Jacob. To which may bl 
added that this ſame Perſon diſtinguiſhes him. 
ſelf by this Title — * 1 am that I am — tha 


a Gen. xviii. 13, 17 &. bv. 23 &. c v. 25. d Ga | 
xxxi. 13 &, e XXviii. 13. See allo xxxii. 9 &c. f xxx, 25 
1 z. g xxviii. 20, 21. h Exod. ili. 2 &c. i v. 4 


k See P. 3. 
which 
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hich nothing by our Author's own Confeſſion, 
aan be more expreſſive of the Nature of the Su- 
me God. 
The other Paſſages cited in the Eſay relate 
eo the Perſon, who conducted the Children of 
Iſrael through the Wilderneſs, and deliver'd to 
them the Law. Some have been of Opinion, 
at it was not the Son of God, but ſome Angel, 
ho was employed in this Miniſtry. If ſo, theſe 
aſſages relate nothing to the Queſtion in Hand. 
Hut if it was the Son of God, they are, as we 
all preſently ſee, ſo many Proofs that he is 
Wruly God. But ſome Difficulties are here ſtarted 
Wy our Author, which it may be proper to con- 
ider. . 
I ſhall begin with the Texts quoted, P. 60, 
Wctween which there is a ſeeming Inconſiſtency. 
We read, Exod. xxiv. , 10, that Moſes, Aaron 
c. /aw the God of Iſrael: but, Exad. xxxiii. 20, 
e Lord ſaid unto Moſes — Thou canſt not ſee my 


4 ace: for there ſball no Man fee me, and live. — 
be o clear up this Matter, I would obſerve, that 


od cxhibited himſelf to the 1f-achtes in Mount 
by inai, in the Tabernacle, and afterwards in the 
Temple, under a viſible Appearance of Glory. 
But then this Glory ſometimes ſhone out with a 
greater, ſometimes with a leſſer Degree of Luſ- 


2 P. 58 &. b Grotius, Patrick, and Others. 
G 2 tre. 
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tre. To the People it bore the Appearance of 
devouring Fire in the midſt of Clouds and thiek 
Darkneſs. But when it beam'd forth in its full 
Strength, no Mortal was able to endure the Ap- 
pearance of it, Thus, when the Glory of the 
Lord fill d the Tabernacle, Moſes himſelf was ne 
able to enter into it. And again at the Dedica- 
tion of the Temple, we read, that the Prigh 
could not fland to miniſter becauſe of the Cloud: fot 
the Glory of the Lord had filld the Houſe of th 
Lord. But between theſe there was a middll 

Degree of Luſtre, in which Moſes, and ſome o- 
thers, were ſometimes permitted to ſee the Gl 
of the Lord. This is well expreſs'd by a Rabbi. 
nical Writer cited by Bp. Patrick — For tl 
Glory mention d in Scripture, there is one of ful 

a Nature, that the Eyes of the Prophets could ful 
tain it; another all the Iſraelites ſaw, as the Cu 
and the conſuming Fire, but another ſo pure, au 
bright to ſuch an high Degree, that no Prophet ii 
able to apprehend it; but, if he venture to look ui 
on it, he dies. — Some of the beſt Interpreten 
are of Opinion that the Perſon repreſented by 
this Appearance of Glory, was the Second Perſu 
in the Trinity. Accordingly, when Eze#iel fav 


a Exod. xxiv. 17. Deut. iv. 11. b Exod. xl. 34, 35 
c 1Kingsviiiiin, d Comm. on Exod. xxxiil. 19. e E 


d. 36. 
tht 
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Glory of the Lord, the Perſon, who ſat on the 
Woe above the Cherubims, had the Appearance 
4 Man: and this Deſcription here in the Pro- 
het bears no ſmall Reſemblance to that in Exod. 
iv. See alſo Dan. x. 5 &c. Again in Rev. i, 
where the Perſon appearing is plainly our Sa- 
our, the Deſcription greatly reſembles thoſe in 
liel and Daniel. And to this St. John ſeems 
allude, when he ſays that e Mord was made 
, and © dwelt, or pitch'd his Tabernacle, a- 
ongſi us, and we bebeld his Glory. But I need 
Wot dwell on the Proof of this Point: I have 
he Happineſs to have our Author's Concurrence 
it. He maintains that it was the Son of God, 
ho was /e God of HVrael, who appenr d to Mo- 
rin the Buſb, who was ſeen of lum and the El. 
, who went before the Camp of 1jrael, and 
ho deliver d the Law, 

Thus far then we are agreed that the Son of 
ad was the God of Hrael, who was ſeen of Mo- 
and Aaron, Nadab and Abibu, and ſeventy of 
AElders of Hruel. But when the Iſraelites had 

Wrovok'd the Lord by worſhipping the golden 
Walt, he then withdrew his Preſence from them, 
nd refus'd to go up with them, but ſaid he 
would ſend an Angel before them. Moſes is not 

a Comp. alſo Rev. x. 1. b Job. i. 14. e Edeeflilwrrn 


iy, d Exod. xxxii. 1 &c. e Exod, xxxili. 2. 
ſatiſ- 
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fatisfied with this : but ſtill continues to impor: 
tune the Lord, that he himſelf would go with 
them. — And he ſaid, If thy Preſence go mit 
with me, carry us not up hence. Fur wherein ſhal 
it be known here that I and thy People have found 
Grace in thy Sight? Is it not in that thou goef 
With us? — We ſee then that it was no Angel 
who had hitherto conducted the Maelites, but 
the Lord himſelf, the ſame Perſon whom A 
here ſpeaks to — Is it not in that thou goeſt with 
us? — I know that in Exod. xxiii. 20, God tell 
Moſes that he will ſend an Angel before him, and 
that many Interpreters are of Opinion that there, 


as well as in this Place, only a common Angi 


is meant; ſome ſuppoſe it to be Jeſua, who was 


employ'd by God, as his Meſſenger and Miniſter, 


to drive out the Amorites &c. But it ſeems mom 
agreeable to the Text to ſuppoſe that the Ang! 
mention'd, Exod. xxiii, was the Son of God : for 
God ſays of him — he will not pardon your Tran 
greſſions, for my Name is in him. But the Sm 
of God, the God, who had hitherto went befor: 
them, being now provok'd by their late Trani. 
greſſion, threatens to withdraw his Preſence, and 


a Exod. xxxiii. 15, 16. b The Name of God is often us 
in Scripture in an emphatical Senſe, and ſignifies his eternal Pow- 
er and Godhead, See among other Places, P/al. xx, 1. — liv. i 
— xcix. 3. — Prov. xvii. 10. — J. xxx. 27. 


ſend 
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end another inferior Angel to conduct them. 
But whatever Angel is in that Place to be un- 
derſtood, thus much ſeems plain, that here in 
od. xxxiii, Moſes addreſſes himſelf to tbe God 
pf Iſrael, the ſame whoſe Preſence, had hitherto 
vent with them : and he beſeecbes him to ſhew 
him his Glory. He had before been admitted to 
Wee tbe Glory of God: he now again, on this 
reach between God and his People, deſires to 
Enjoy the ſame Privilege, in order the more ef- 
Wcctually to aſſure him, that God's Preſence would 
ill go with them. The Lord grants his Requeſt, 
Put tells him that he could not ſee his Face: for 
bere ſhould no Man fee him and live. It is obſer- 
Fable, that the Reaſon here given why Moſes 
puld not fee the Face of God, is not, becauſe he 
Sas abſolutely inviſible, and it was impoſſible to 
e him, but becauſe it was dangerous and fatal 
ſee him — here ſhall no Man fee me and live. 
And therefore we may reaſonably interpret 
his of the Shechinab, or Divine Glory: and the 
ace of the Lord is probably this Glory ſhining 
its full Luſtre, which could not ſafely be ſeen. 
WI he Back-Parts may be this Glory in ſome De- 
pree veil'd and hidden. This Moſes was permit- 
ed to ſee; and this may be the Similitude of 


a Exod. xxxiii. 18 &c. b See Patrick, Ainſworth. . c Num 
xii. 8. but this Text may be render'd — the Similitude of the 
ord be ſhall not behold — See Patrick. 
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Jehovah, which he beheld. But our Author ren- 
ders the Word — m — what follows me: and 
this he would have to be his Second Jeboval. 
This is a Conceit, I believe, peculiar to him- 
ſelf: but the Word is in the Plural, not only as 
it is pointed in the Hebrew, but alſo in the Sep 
tuagint. In all the Inſtances referr'd to by our 
Author it is us'd adverbially. But, if he chooſes 
to interpret it of Things, or Perſons, the moſt 
natural Interpretation is of the Retinue of A. 
gels, which accompanied, and follow'd this Di. 
vine Glory. Thus far the Scripture plainly teach- 
es us, that the Perſon, whoſe Glory Moſes ſaw, 
was Jehovah, a God merciful and gracicus, — 
forgroing Iniquity, and Tranſgreſſion, and Sin, — 
which has always been eſteem'd a peculiar Pri- 
vilege of the Godhead. © We read alſo that Ms 


fes worſhipp'd this Perſon, and pray'd to him 


that he would go amongſi them, pardon their Ini. 
quity, and their Sin, and take them for his Inherit- 
ance. And he in his Anſwer forbids him to 
worſhip any other God: for Jehovah, whoſe Nam 
is Fealous, is a jealous God. 

But there is ſtill a more conſiderable Difficul- 


ty behind with regard to the Delivery of the 
Law. It is expreſly written in the Book of Ex» 


c v. 8, 9 Ke. 


duo, 


a Te alem du. b Exod. xxxiv. 6. 


d v. 14. 


Bf wx \ . — 
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, that Jehovah ſaid unto Moſes, Lo, I come 
%% thee in à thick Cloud, that the People may 
e,, when I ſpeak with thee; and that God 
ate all the Words of the Ten Commandments, ſay- 
Wn, 1 am Jebovab thy God. © — And yet we read 
che New Teſtament, that it was an Angel, 
phich ſake to Moſes in the Mount Sinai; and 
What che Law was ordain'd by Angels: and the 
WA uthor of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ſets forth 
ie Excellency of the Geſpel above the Law, and 


h. gon, becauſe the Law was ſpoken by Angels, but 
We Goſpel was ſpoken by the Lord. Our Eflay- 
riter ſuppoſes the Perſon, who deliver'd the 
a, to be the Son of God : but then he eſteems 
Nis San of God to be only à created Angel, who 
dre the Name of God, and was call'd Jehovah, 

W becauſe he was deputed and ſpake by the aelega- 
Wd Authority of the Febovah of Hoſts. If this Hy- 
Wotheſis would give us a clear Solution of the 
Pifficulty under Conſideration, it might deſerve 
me Regard : but on the contrary, inſtead of 
moving, it increaſes the Difficulty. For the 
u is not only ſaid to be ordain'd of Angels in 
e Plural Number: but (as we have juſt now 


a Exod. xix. 9. b xx. 1 Kc. c See alſo Deut. iv. 12, 
3. v. 2 Kc. d As vii. 38. e Gal. iii. 19. f Heb. 
+8 ac 073.53 ac. KÞ..66. 


H ſeen) 


orces our Obligation to obſerve it, for this rea- 


_ — 
0 "= — — — 2 _ 4 2 4 — . 
— —— 2 — 32 F ; _ - — . 


58 


127 


= 


p | * X - — — 
e ual « 14 1 * - £> <3. 3. TELL - — — — — 
* W 4 ** 5 5: am = — ] 7 = =* = > Ir. : == — — 2 - 
* > So — * * * £ a »©.. my * * By — — 3 — : 2 3 = - —＋ at; * — * 22 — bo > — * IE 2 bk. as =. of — 
- - * A _— * » ERAS 1 - * - . = - * * 1 1 1 , —— 22 * > :» 3 EA, ” | 
AT . * . : Ss 2 = : $ 2 = A 
, 6. "WT 4 + 1 þ {+ * — 2223 - - 4 — 2 — * 772 = * * * > = Y = - - - _ — - > «4 s 
. * 275 = Sfx =” 2 44 - £3 ma 4 So p RES 8 5 . SER ELE EEE, 3 Ao bs 
| ;I-- * - 5 4 1 : 898 2 ne nar St EEE. Fs a= Þ-4, . * — E 3 Ta} a : — EY 
. 2 — . F r — * T -* 51 p „ A - kn a6 I = — * rr * 
„ 4 2 : SEL rr 2 9 2 5 > oe 32 n . = Ion 5 = th” S wa. 5 
_ N 2 EW "WE — . SE "= - "Ry * —_ * 243 — 2 : — —„— 5 : 1 
1. — s =. — 39 - — : N 2 2 * — 2 In — — 4 * — 
22 . pr” ==» _ * 238 * * SSL = * * 


nner? 
DR . 
r . 8 
* IN — 
* 
a : 2 0 0 — 4 Ta 


* 
+4 
- a? 


\ 1 ba 


indication of the 


ſeen) in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, the Goſpel 
is oppos'd, and preferr'd, to the Law on this 
Account, becauſe the Goſpel was ſpoken by the 
Lord, but the Law was ſpoken by Angels. I 
then our Lord deliver d the Law, where, in thb 
reſpect, is the peculiar Pre-eminence of the G 
pel? and if he himſelf was only a created Angel 
the Goſpel has ſtill leſs to boaſt of. Many mo 
dern Interpreters have from this Paſſage of Scrip.l 
ture concluded that is was not our Lord, wh 
appear d on Mount Sinai, and to the Patriarch 
of old, but ſome created Angel, who is call 
Fehovah, as ſpeaking in the Name, and by thi 
Authority of the Supreme God. To this Inter 
pretation moſt of the Popiſb Writers have give 
in, as hoping thereby to find ſome Authorin 
for their Worſhip of Angels. And with thei 
the Socinians have agreed, being glad to rid them 
ſelves of ſo ſtrong a Proof of the Pre-ex:/tenc 
and Divinity of our Saviour. I am glad to find 
our Author rejects their Interpretation. Otheni 
have been of Opinion that the San of God del 
ver d the Law, but ſuppoſe that he did it by til 
Mediation of an Angel, who ſpoke in his Name: 
and therefore they hold that God never ſpake t 
Mankind immediately by his San till the Tim 
of his Incarnation. Laſtly, others ſuppoſe 

a Sec Bulli Op. p. g &c. Teniſon on Idolatry, p. 333 * 


Dodcirine of the Trinity Sc. 59 
che Son of God in Perſon deliver'd the Law ; and 
chat he is the Angel, who is ſaid by St, Stephen 
co have appear'd to Moſes in a Flame of Fire in a 


WB, and to have ſpake to him in Mount Sinai. 
But, as he was attended with a numerous Re- 


"WW tinue of Angels, © the Law is ſaid to have been 


given — dis Al,, Ayyinu — among Hoſts of 
Agel. And in the Paſſage of the Epiſtle to the 
AHlbreus they chooſe to place the Emphaſis on 
the Manner, in which the Law, and the Goſpel 
Vas deliver'd. The Son of God, though he deli- 
ver'd the Law, yet did not appear in any viſible 
Shape. He came in his own and in his Father's 
cor, not as the Embaſſador of God, but as 
C himſelf. He deliver'd the Law with Cir- 
Wcumſtances of Majeſty and Terror, with Thun- 


hei Cings, and Lightnings, and the Noſe of the Trum- 


pet, and the Mountain ſmoking : and the People 
were ſo terrified, that they deſir d to hear the 
Voice of the Lord their God no more. But the Goſ- 
fel was deliver'd in a more eaſy and familiar 
Manner. The Son of God appear'd in the Like- 
nei of Man, convers'd freely and familiarly with 
all Kinds of Men, and made known to them all 
Things that he had heard of his Father. And 


n therefore in this Reſpe& the Goſpel exceeds the 


a Ars vii. 3o, 38. b See Deut. xxxiii. 2. Pſal. Ixviii. 17. 
c See Grotius, Hammond. d Exod. xx. 18 &. Deut. v. 22 &c. 
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this Opinion, that in * another Part of this ſame 


Mediator. 


60 A Vindication of the 


Law: and our Obligation to obſerve it riſes in 
Proportion to the Condeſcenſion of the Divine 
Majeſty. It may add ſome Confirmation to 


Epiſtle the Goſpel is oppos'd to the Law in this 
very Reſpect. It may farther be added, that on- 
ly the Ten Commandments were thus deliver'd to 
the People by the Voice of God himſelf. The 
Law properly ſo call'd, the Judicial and Cere- 
monial Part of it, was deliver'd, © and the Co- 
venant ratified, by the Mediation of Moſes. Ani 
even Moſes, as we have ſeen, was not permitted 
to ſee the Face of God, but only ſome Part of ti 
Glory, or Retinue of Angels, which accomp«Wi 
nied him. And therefore, St. Paul tells us, thai 

the Law was ordain'd by Angels in the Hand fi 


I have perhaps taken up too much Time in at 
tempting a Solution of Difficulties, which equa 
ly affe& our Author's Scheme, and eſtabliſhing 1 
Point, which we both ſeem to be agreed in, H 


a To this purpoſe ſpeaks Clemens Alexandrinus. Pedagog. lib 
1. cap. 7. Kay 75 1 ws ds, A u Mot o Tadwyw)5s 6 Ko 
eies rd nos © muMaus, d aud J, T5 vis xg Hnpapbr nf, e 
et; me3owmy, — And again — Nowgs irardyxugy T Away Y dee 
r Ao795 "Apſines uy nas vie Ade v ay vie Ag nx Us 
ferry, g © 9995 e, b Moses ts age mi perry 
ey © pourings Cfives " Agſines Inofs M. P. 110, 111. Ed. Pu. 
b Chap. xii. 18 &. c Exod. xxiv. 3 &c. * 
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has taken no ſmall Pains to ſhew that the ſame 
Perſon is in the Scripture calld an Angel, and 
alſo Jehovah. From hence the ancient Fathers, 
and other Chriſtians ſince, who follow the Faith 
deliver d to them, have always concluded that 
this Perſon could be no other than the Sen of 
= God, and that he was therefore truly and proper- 
Wly God. But this Eſſay- Writer has thought pro- 

per to invert this Argument: and has from the 
W ime Premiſſes concluded, that the Perſon, who 
is here call'd Jehovah, as he is an Angel, muſt 
be 2 created Being. Whoſe Concluſion is moſt 
juſt will, I think, appear, if we remember, what 
ve have already more than once had Occaſion to 
obſerve, that the Word Angel properly fignifies 
vo more than a Meſſenger ; that it is often ap- 
plied to mere Men, and that our Lord with re- 

ſpect to his Mediatorial Office is with the ſtrict- 
Welt Propriety call'd God's Angel, or Meſſenger. 
But we have the concurrent Teſtimony of all 
ancient Writers, both Jews and Chriſtians, that 


= Jebovab is the proper and incommunicable Name 


a See Buxtorf. Lexicon; Robertſon's Theſaurus ; Druſius de 
Nom. Tetragramm. Fuller Miſcell. Sacr. I. ii. c. 6. Bulli Op. 
p. 8 &c. Vaterland's Sermons at L. Meyer's Lect. p. 33. De- 
fence of Queries, p. 57 &c. 2d Letter to the Author of the Hiſt. 
of Montaniſm, p. 5 Kc. Shuckford's Connect. p. 434 &c. Uni- 
verſ. Hiſt. vol. I. p. 484 &c. 
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62 A Vindication of the 


of the Supreme God, and denotes an eternal, im- 
mutable, neceflary Exiſtence. It is deriv'd from 
the Verb — 777 — which fignifies to exiſt, and 
God himſelf has explain'd this to be the Mean- 
ing of it. When Moſes deſir d to know of God, 
what was his Name, God ſaid unto Moſes — cy 
MIR WR — I am THAT I AM — and then 
adds — Thus ſhalt thou ſay unto the Children of N 
rael — JErovan the God of your Fathers — hath 
ſent me unto you, this is my NAME for ever, and 
this is my Memorial unto all Generations. And to 
this doubtleſs our Lord referr'd, when he usd 
that remarkable Expreſſion to the Jews — e 
fore Abraham was I AM — The Tews tell us 
that the Time paſt, preſent, and to come were 
all expreſs'd in this Word. And this receives 
great Confirmation from Rev. 1. 8, where ow 
Lord is call'd — o d, xg 6 w, % 6 px0pp@v 
He which is, and which was, and which is 1 
come — And that this was defign'd to expreſ 
ſome Proper Name of God, appears | ſtill farther 
from its being expreſs d, v.4— un 5 'O ay x74 
And probably in Alluſion to the ſame Name 


the Apoſtle ſtyles Jeſus, the ſame Yeſterday, .. 


a Exod. iii. 13 &c. b Job. viii. 58. e To the like per 
poſe {peaks Clemens Alex. — Th Treg. g,. woug v lau, * 
Ag 3 les, 0 > Ei bd.) O wy C « 0 ton pdp©>. d Heb. xill. . 
See Waterland's Sermons, p. 251. | 

| Da), 


7 
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Day, and for ever. Nor was. the Meaning of 
this Name unknown to the Gentiles. * Macrobius 
cites an Oracle of Apollo, which calls Jas the 
Supreme God. From hence Plato call'd the Su- 
preme Deity — o @y — or — To ov, as Euſebius 
has ſhewn. And this too he tells us is the Rea- 
ſon why the Word — EI — was written on the 
Door of the Delphick Temple. And he quotes 
W a Treatiſe of Plutarch on this Subject, where he 
remarks * [and this too our Author has taken 
Notice of] that this Word is ſolely applicable to 
6%, Since that which truly is muſt be ſempiternal. 
” The fame Euſebius tells us that the Jews us'd 
the Name with Four Letters to ſignifie the Power g 
Jof the Supreme God. And in another Place he 
has theſe remarkable Words — The Name with 
Four Letters, which the Jews call ineffable, and 
are ud to apply it to God only : but awe have be- 
ore ſhewn that it is usd in ſeveral Scriptures for 
the Divinity of the Word — When therefore Eu- 
ebius, Philo, and other ancient Writers apply to 
[tbe Son thoſe Paſſages of Scripture where Jeho- 
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60 See alſo Diod. Sic. lib. i. p. 84. b Præpar. Evang. I. xi. c. g. 

c Ib. c. 11. d P. 4. e Præpar. Evang. I. xi. c. 6. f Au 
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64 A Vindication of the 


vah is mention'd, they do thereby acknowledge 
and muſt be underſtood to mean, that he is pro- 
perly God, eternal, and neceſſarily exiſting. But 
we have ſtill a more ſure Word of Teſtimony, 
The Scripture of Truth in the moſt expreſs Terms 
appropriates this Name to the True God. We 
have already ſeen that * God commanded Moſer 
to ſay unto the Children of Iſrael, Jehovah the Gad 
of your Fathers &c. hath ſent me unto you : this is 
my Name for ever, and this is my Memorial unt 
all Generations. — And that this latter Clauſe 
more peculiarly relates to the Title Jehovah, ap- 
pears by comparing it with the foregoing Vere, 
o and alſo with Hof. xii. 5. — Jehovah the Gad of 
Hoſts, Fehovah is his Memorial. See alſo Pſal i 
CXXXV. 13, which ſhould be tranſlated — * J. 
bovab is thy Name for ever: Jehovah is thy M. 
morial from Generation to Generation. — I an 
Jebovab (faith God by his Prophet 1Jaiah) that ii 
my Name, and my Glory will I not give to another, 
Again — Jam Jehovah, and there is none elſe, 
there is no God befides me. — * Thou whoſe Name 
alone is Jehovah ( faith the Pſalmiſt) art the mij 
High over all the Earth. — This is call'd t& 
glorious and fearful Name. This is the Title on 


a Exod. iii. 15. b TW Tot mn py Tv mm 
c JV. xlii. 8. d xlv. 5. e P/al. Ixxxiii. 18. f Dau. 
XxViii. 58. g See Waterland's Sermons, p. 33, 34. 


which 
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which God throughout the whole Old Teſtament 
inſiſts, by this he aſſerts his Authority, Power, 
Wand Supremacy, glorying in à manner and tri- 
ling in it, as the diſtinguiſbing Character, by 
which he would be known to be infinitely ſuperior to 
all the Gods of the Nations. With this Title he 
troduces the Decalogue — I am Jehovah thy 
God : and this he frequently adds by way of 
anction to his Laws — 7 am Jebovab. — And 
us he expreſſes himſelf by his Prophets — * 7, 
ven I am Jebovab, and befides me there is no Sa- 
tour — ] form the Light, and create Darkneſs, 

nate Peace and create Evil: I Jebovab do all 

% things. — * Who hath declar'd this from an- 
ee Time, have not 1 Fehovah, and there is no 

ele befides me. — * Behold, I am Jebovab, the 
"God of al! Fleſh : I there any thing too bard for 
an Jebouab, I change not. — * All the 
ods of the Nations are Idols : but Jehovah made 
be Heavens. — Againſt all the Gods of Egypt 1 

vill execute Judgment: I am Jebovab. 


Perſon (the Angel, if our Author pleaſes) 
bo appear d to Moſes in the Buſh, and ſpake ts 


a Exod. xx. 2. Lev. xviii and xix, and elſewhere, b J 
liii, 11. e . 7. d Alv. 26. e Jer. xxxiii. 27. 
Mal. iii, 5. g Pſal, xcvi. 8p. k Exod. xi. 12. 


| The Scriptures as expreſly aſcribe Divinity to 
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66 Vindlication of the 


him in Mount Sinai. He himſelf, as we hay 
ſeen, ſtyles himſelf I am THAT I am — Je. 
HOVAn the God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and 9 
Jacob. And again, I am Jebouab thy God, and 
forbids them to worſhip any other God beſides him, 
And not only this, but Męſes thus beſpeak 
the Iſraelites. — Did ever People hear the Voice 
God ſpeaking out of the midſt of the Fire, as thu 
haſt heard, and live? — Unto thee it das ſhew( 
that thou mighteſt know that Jehovah be is Gul 
there is none elſe befides him. — And again 
* Know therefore this Day, and conſider it in thin 
Heart that Jelovab he is God in Heaven abou 
and upon the Earth beneath; there is none elſe. M 
»The Prophet Habakkuk ſpeaking of the ſam 
glorious Appearance ſays — God came from 1, 
man, and the Holy One from Mount Paran, 
and then adds — his Ways are everlaſting. Ml 
Laſtly, * Nehemiah makes a ſolemn Prayer to ti 
God of Iſrael, the ſame God, * who divided 1 

Sea before them, who led them in the Day by if 
cloudy Pillar, and in the Night by a Pillar ii 

Fire, who came down alſo upon Mount Sinai, a 
ſpake with them from Heaven. And he thus ai 
dreſſes him — * Bleſſed be thy glorious Name, hid 


a Exod. iii. 14 &c. b xx. 1 &c. c Deut. iv. 33, 3 
d v. 39. e Hab. iii. 3 &, f Neb. ix. g v. 11,1 


th b vi. 5. 6. | 
| 
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| is exalted above all Bleſſing and Praiſe. Thou even 
744) art God alone, thou haſt made Heaven, the 
Haven of Heavens with all their Hoſt, the Earth 
and all things that are therein, the Seas and all 
bat is therein, and thou preſerveſt them all, and 
Wb Hoſt of Heaven worſhippeth thee. — We ſee 
oere this Jehovah is faid to be God alone, and to 
have created, not only the Earth, or a World of 
„on, but all the Worlds that may be con- 
eiv'd-in the wide Expanſe of Heaven, the Hea- 
en, and Heaven of Heavens with all their Hoſt, 
and 70 preſide not only over ſuch a World, as this 
W--:ch we inhabit, but over-all the intelligent Be- 
Yngs in the Univerſe — thou preſerveſt them all, 
and the Hoſt of Heaven worſhippeth thee. 
Again, * we are told that this Second Jehovah 
in a particular Manner diſtinguiſbd by the Ap- 
ellation of the God of Tjrael, the Jebovab of Zion, 
i the Jehovah of the Jews. > But we have al- 
: py ſeen, that he, who is peculiarly call'd the 
God of Iſrael, is the True God. We find indeed 
Wvery Attribute and Title of the Godhead aſcrib'd 
bim. — He is the Former of all Things — * He 
ade Heaven and Earth, the Sea, and all that 
berein is — the Lokp, — even thy God, O Zion 
He is great, and above all Gods, whatſoever 
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68 A Vindication of the 


be pleas'd that did he in Heaven, and in the Earth, 

in the Seas, and all deep Places. He cauſeth th 

V-apours to aſcend from the Ends of the Earth, & 

maketh Lightnings for the Rain; he bringeth the 

Wind out of his Treaſuries. — * He killeth, and te 

maketh alive; he woundeth, and he healeth ; mii. 
_ ther is there any that can deliver out of his Hand: 
i: he Iifteth up his Hand, and ſaith, I live for ever, 
7 — He is God in Heaven above, and Earth be- 
neath — © The Heaven, and Heaven of Heaven 
cannot contain him. — His Underſtanding is ini. 
nite. — * He knoweth the Thoughts of Man — Hz 
even he only, knoweth the Hearts of all the Chil 
dren of Men. — * He declareth the former Thing 
from the Beginning. — * the Things that are con. 
ing and ſhall come. — He is the True God, be i 
5 the Living God — * He is the Firſt, and be is th 
_ Laſt, and befides him there is no God. — And u 
5 this their God the Iſraelites paid all the Dutiz 
owing to the Supreme Deity, — They bekev 
on him; they worſbipp d him; they: gave bn 
Thanks ; they fare by his Name; they pu 
their Truft in bim; they fear d bim; they wall 
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in all his Ways; they led bim; they ſervd him 
with all their Heart, and all their Soul. 

= Laſtly, our Author ſeems willing to appro» 
Wpriate ſome Titles to what he calls tbe inuiſible 
Jebovab, ſuch as the Jebovab of Hoſts, the God of 
{brabam, the God of Bethel. But even theſe are 


nd: |! applied to his Second Jebovab, the God of V 
ver,. — * The God of Iſrael, the Jebovab of Hoſts 
be. 's his Name — ſaith the Prophet Iſaiah. The 
ven game faith the Prophet Jeremiab. And in the 
inf. aſſage from Zechariah quoted in the Eſſay, the 
ame Perſon who acknowledgeth himſelf to be 


be LoxD of Hoſts. Again, the Perſon, who ap- 


eng! 
on-Mpcar'd to Moſes and the Patriarchs, not only calls 
i imſclf the God of Abraham, and the God of Beth- 


4 / but it appears throughout the whole Ol 


th 
a anent, that the God of Ijrael was the fame 
eich he God of their Fathers, the God of Abra- 


om, l/aac and Jacob. And the Prophet Ho- 
ab fays — Jacch by bis Strength bad Power with 
d: yea be had Power over the Angel: be wept 
1 made Supplication unto him: he found bim in 
Wd, ans thee be ak ich avs pcs Fon 
the God f, Hoſts, Jebovab is bis Memorial. — 


a J. xIviii. 2 b Fer. x. 16. e Zech.ii, 8. d See 
in particular 1 Chrew. XXix. 20. 2 Chron, xi, 16. 1 Kin. xviii. 36. 
Pſal. xlvii,g. e Hof. xii. 3 Kc. See Lowth's Comment. 

Here- 


ent by the LoxD of Hoſts, is himſelf alſo © call'd 
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70 A Vindication of the 
Here we ſee the Angel, who appear'd unto J. 
cob in Bethel, is called God, and Fehovah the G 
of Hefts, and Jehovah is ſaid to be his Memorial 
So exactly does the Old Teſtament correſpond 
with the New, and confirm the Witneſs our 
Saviqun bears of himſelf, ſaying — All Thing 
that the Father hath are mine. — and — * I ani 
my Father are One. 

Hitherto our Author's Citations and Argu- 
ments have ſerv'd only to prove and eſtabliſh thei 
Divinity of the Son. He is indeed ſenſible oi 
ſome Dr#fficulty attending his Scheme. This Jil 
hovah of Zion, (he tells us) though in one Pla 
be acknowledgeth himſelf to be ſent by the Jehova 
of Hoſts, yet in other Places he actually and litera 
ly ſpeaks in his own Name, and calls himſelf Jel 
vah, and ſaith I am the God of Abraham, and 
am the God of Bethel, and I brought thee out of i 
Land of Egypt &c. and poſitively prohibits Maſe 
and the Children of Iſrael from worſhipping any - 
ther God but himſelf. — This is indeed a confider- 

able Drfficulty : but our Author gets over it wii 
wonderful Eaſe. It is only ſaying, that the H. 
brews were far from being explicit and accurate "Wl 
their Style, and left great Room for the Imagins 
tion of the Reader to ſupply and fill up the Deficen 
cies. — Very unexplicit and inaccurate indeed: 
a Job. xvi. 15. b Job. R. 30. e P. 65, 66. 
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and very fruitful muſt the Reader's Imagination 
be to ſupply ſuch Kind of Deficrencres. For where- 
in are theſe Scriptures ſaid to be inaccurate and 
deficient ? not in Points of little or no Moment ; 
but in the greateſt and moſt important Point of 
all, the Object of their Worſhip, the Horn of 
heir Salvation, their Saviour, their God, and their 
Might, the Author and Finiſher of their Faith, 
and of ours. Nor is this Inaccuracy peculiar to 
he Hebrew Language, or Idiom : we ſhall pre- 
ently ſee that the New Teſtament is equally, or 
ore, inexplicit than the Old. If this be the 
aſe, I am afraid we ſhall find it difficult to de- 
end either the Perſpicuity, or Sufficiency, of the 
cripture againſt the Romaniſis, or even their 
Credit and Authority againſt the Infidel. * Vice- 
WRoys, Embaſſadors, Meſſengers, Proxies &c. may 
Wuſtain the Character, and ſpeak in the Name of 
Wanother Perſon : but did ever any of theſe do 
us without making the leaſt Mention of him who 
Wcommiſhon'd them? Do not ſuch Deputies al- 


= 2 Quippe nefas eſt cogitare hiſtrioniam aliquando exercuiſſe 
Angelos, & Deum incommunicabile Nomen ipſis communicaſſe, 
aut talem repræſentationem, in qui Creatura omnia quæ Dei ſunt 
Abi attribuat. Recte etiam doctiſſimus Camero: Sane, inquit, Pa- 
troni Clientum Perſonas ſæpe induunt; at ne fando quidem un- 
quam auditum eſt, ullum Legatum, cum Principis ſui mandata 


proponit, aliter loqui quam in tertia Perſona: Princeps meus hzc 
dicit. Bulli Op. P. 11. 
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72 A Vindication of the 


ways firſt open their Commiſſion, and declare in 
the moſt explicit and accurate Manner by whoſ 
Authority, and in whoſe Name they act, o 
ſpeak? Did ever any Embaſſador ſay — I an 
the King? or any Vice-Roy deliver Laws in hi 
own Name, and fay — Thou ſhalt ſerve no other 
King but me? — And can we think that Gu 
ſhould leave us uncertain, (I might rather fy 
that he ſhould betray us into Error) in a Point 
of ſuch Conſequence ; that he ſhould ſuffer an 
other to take upon him his Name and Author. 
ty, who hath expreſly declar'd that he is a fen 
dous God, that he is Jehovah, that is his Nam 
and his Glory will he not give to another. 1 

The very Fir/t Commandment indeed over 
throws his whole Scheme — Thou ſhalt have "i 
other Gods before me — which our Saviour hin 
felf thus explains — Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lolli 
thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. — And ye 
the Son of God is allow'd by our Author to han | 
been the God of Iſrael, and to have been ſervi 
and worſbipp d by them. He tells us that th 
Jebovab, who ſpake theſe Words, ſeems thereh 
to forbid even the Worſhip of the Supreme Fehoval i 
And therefore if he will ſuppoſe them ſpoken ul 
the Perſon of the Father, they forbid the Mori 


a Exod. xxxiv. 14. b Jai. xlii. 8. c Matt. iv. 10 
d P. 66. 
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of the Son, to whom yet he allows Worſhip to be 
due. This I can no other Way reconcile than 
by acknowledging the Son to be one God with the 
Father. 

Nor is this the only Difficulty he has to ſur- 
mount. Before he can make the Scriptures ſpeak 
his Senſe, he muſt correct ſome Redundancies, 
as well as ſupply ſome Deficiencies in them. For, 
as has been already obſerv'd, this Angel not on- 


Bethel &c. but other Scriptures expreſly call him 
ſo. * Hoſea, as we have ſeen, aſſures us that the 
ge! who appear'd unto Jacob in Bethel, was 

God, the Lord God of Hoſts : and it appears, by 
Wcomparing Gen, xxxi. 14, with Gen. xxxii. 9, that 
ne fame Angel, who ſpake with Jacob, and 


ET88SSDSETES ERS = 


We God of Abraham, and God of Tſaac. It has 
een fully prov'd from Scripture that he, who 
s diſtinguiſb d by the Appellation of the God of N. 
ael, he, who came down alſo upon Mount Sinai 
pale with them out of the Midſt of the Fire, 
Ws be True and Living God. The ſame Scrip- 
ures teach us that it was the ſelf-ſame Perſon, 
who ſaw their Afiition in Egypt, who ſhewed 
igns and Wonders upon Pharaoh and all his Ser- 


a Ho, xii. 4, 5. b Neb. ix. 9, 10. 
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ly calls himfelf the Ged of Abraham, the God of 


pmmanded him to return unto his Country, was 
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all thy Soul, and with all thy Might. — and again 


74 A TV indication of the 


wants, and brought them forth out of the irn 
Furnace, even out of Egypt, to be unto him a Pes. 
ple of Inheritance. The ſame Scriptures declare 
that he is Jehovah alone; that he is God, and 


there is none elſe beſides him. Many other Proof, 
might be brought: I ſhall add only one more, 
and that is from Deut. vi — Hear O Iſrael, J. 
bovah our God is one Jehovah. And thou ſhah 
love Jehovah thy God with all thy Heart, and with 


a Deut. iv. 20. Sce alſo iid. verſ. 34. b Neh. ix. 6, 
c Deut. vi. 4 &c. d The Plural Word Z2 758 has ben 
generally thought to denote a Plurality of Perſons in the Godhead 
It is very obſervable that tis often us'd with a Verb Singular: 
and particularly in the Hiſtory of the Creation, where we mail 
well ſuppoſe the inſpir'd Writer would uſe all poſſible Exa&ne, Wh 
we read — E2717R R192 — The like Form of Expreſſion occur | ; 
no leſs than thirty Times in the two firſt Chapters of Gene. 
And not only this, but God is there repreſented as ſpeaking in tt 
Plural Number — Let us make Man after our Image. Othe 
Nouns alſo, which have a Singular, are yet applied to God in th 
Plural Number — u Þ9y2 2 — For thy Makers are thy Hu 
bands — Fehovah of Hoſts is his Name, J,. liv. 5. — NMT N 
— Remember thy Creators — Eccl. xii. 1. It is ſtill more rematk 
able that here in the Paſſage before us, where Maſes is purpolel 
aſſerting the Unity of the Godhead, he ſhould uſe the Plural Wo 
BITIR — TR N, wie MT — To my Apprehenſion i 
ſeems purpoſely deſign'd to denote a Plurality of Perſons in wn 
Godbead, and to ſpeak the ſame Senſe with the Article in os 
Creed. — The Father is Loxp, the Son Lorp, and the Hil 
Ghoſt Lon: and yet not three LogDs, but one Lord, See 4 


lix's Judgment, p. 116 &c. 


x 


v. 1; 


- 
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v. 13 &c. — Thou ſhalt fear Jehovah thy God, and 
en- WS [ere him, and ſhalt fwear by his Name. Ye ſhall 
are not go after other Gods, of the Gods of the People, 
and +ob1ch are round about you. * For Febovah thy God 
ofs BR jealous God among you. — Theſe Words are 


ſpoken by Moſes of the God of Iſrael — Jelovab 
aur God — the God who was amongſt them, the 
Wiame God, who in the foregoing Chapters is ſaid 
to have ſpoken out of the Midi of the Fire. To 
him as in Exod. xx, Fear and Worſhip are appro- 
priated : he is call'd Jehovah; and it is at the 
ame Time expreſly ſaid that there is only One 
bovab Where then will our Author find 
Room for his Second and Third Febovab. Will 


e ſſay that theſe and ſuch like Texts are to be 
ccnunderſtood of the Father only? he muſt then 
ef retract all that he has been ſaying of his Second 


Wd Third Jehovah, and all this curious Diflerta- 
tion on the Inaccuracy of Scripture. Will he main- 
Wtain, as he has for ſeveral Pages together, that the 
on of God is the Perſon here acting and ſpeaking ? 
Wc muſt then give up all the reſt of his Eſay. 


ſel 
* But let us attend to the Inſtances alledg'd of 
ion this [naccuracy of Scripture.* And, Firſt, © we 
in tl : 
wy a Comp. Exod. xxxiv. 14. b As to the Number of Words 
| in Talict Characters in our Engliſh Bible, none of which are in 


the Original, I believe our Author will find it difficult to give a 
literal Tranſlation of any the moſt accurate Writer, without hav- 
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3? 5 | | 
4 * are told that 2f is allow'd by the univerſal Conſent 
os of all Antiquity, as well Jews, as Chriſtians, that 
2 


by, in the ſecond Pſalm, David is ſpeaking of the Mef. 
2 ſiab, and yet the whole Pſalm is deliver d in the 
1 Perſon and Character of David himſelf. — Very 
| true: but he has forgot one Circumſtance, that 
David is allow'd by the untverſal Conſent of all 
Antiquity, to have been a Type of the Mæſſab; 
and that therefore many Paſſages in the Pſalms, 
though prophetical of the Metab, are yet more 
immediately applicable to David himſelf. This 
in the Opinion of the beſt Commentators, is 
the Caſe with regard to this very Pſalm. Let 
us hear what the judicious Dr. Hammond ſays 
This ſecond Pſalm is a moſt divine Mixture of Hi 
tory and Prophecy, certainly compos'd by David 
and referring viſibly to his Perſon, and both typi 
cally and prophetically to Chriſt, and ſo underſtood 
expreſly by the Writers of the New Teſtament. T 
firſt immediate Occgſion and Matter of it ſeems 1 
be the inſtating, and ſettling of David peaceably in 
his Kingdom both of Judah, 2 Sam. ii. 4, and, af: 
ter ſome ſhort Oppoſition, of Iſrael alſo, c. v. 4, and 
ſoon after that, his taking of Zion from the Febu- 
ſites, c. v. 7 — But beſide this firſt immediate, thert 
is a ſecond more remote, but wwithal as literal (by 
the Confeſſion of the Jews themſehves) and more emi- 
nent Matter of it, a prophetick Repreſentation if 
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WW be Mefras, viz. of Chriſt's Inauguration to his Re- 
gal and Sacerdotal Offices, aſſaulted indeed, and 
Vviolently oppos d, and even crucified by the Jewiſh 
and Roman Magiſtrates, Acts iv. 3 5, but then vic- 
torioufly rais d from Death by the Power of his Fa- 
ther, Acls xiii. 33, and ſo exalted to his great Of- 

e, Heb.i,v, and v. 5, and Rev. ii. 27. xix. 15. 
See alſo his Notes. To the ſame Purpoſe ſpeak 
Grotius and Bp. Patrick. So we find the beſt 
Commentators are of Opinion, that David, tho 
he propheſies here of the Meſſiah, yet ſpeaks 
more immediately of himſelf. Nor do any of 
the Commentators that I have met with ſuppoſe 
the Decree here ſpoken of to be ſame with the 
Promiſe given to David by Nathan, 2 Sam. vii. 
I ſhould rather conjecture this P/alm to have 
been penn'd ſoon after David had taken the 

rong Hold of Zion, when David perceiv'd that 
the Lerd had eſtabliſbd him King over Iſrael, and 
* when the Philiſtines and other Nations began 
to rage and 1magine vain things. 

Our Author's Inſtance from Jaiab is by his 
own Account nothing to the Purpoſe. He tells 
us (as here quoted in the Eſſay) that the Pro- 
phecy he deliver'd was not his own Word, but 
the Word that be ſaw. And therefore this is no 


a See alſo Lowth's Prælect. xi, p. 99. b 2 San. v. 7. 
e B. ver. 12. d Z. ver. 17, ; 
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Inſtance of a Perſon's ſpeaking in the Name and 
Character of another Perſon, without making the 
leaſt Mention of the other Perſon, in whoſe Name 
the Words were ſpoken. But, if there ſhould be 
ſome Inſtances in the Prophets, or in the poeti- 
cal Parts of Scripture, eſpecially in the P/alms, 
which we have good Reaſon to think were ſung 
alternately, of an abrupt Change of Perſons ; if 
in theſe Parts of Scripture, the Perſon ſpeaking 
1s not always particularly ſpecified ; may we ſup- 
poſe the ſame in the plain hiſtorical Parts of 
Scripture, and in the ſolemn Delivery of Laws! 
are we at Liberty in every Place to introduce 
what Perſons we pleaſe, and affix what Words 
we think fit to them, as ſhall beſt ſuit our own 
Notions and Fancies ? 

That I do not herein overcharge this Writer 
will appear but too plainly from what follows 
We have here as extraordinary a Commentary 
upon the Revelations, as, perhaps, ever appear'd, 
We find (as I faid before) the Greek Scriptures 
yet more inaccurate than the Hebrew. Here 1s 
an Angel, who not only takes upon him the 
Stile, Title, and Attributes of the Supreme God, 
but ſpeaks at once, in the ſame Breath, and the 
fame Sentence, in the Name of God the Father, 
and of God the Son: and, what is ſtill more 


a P. 69 &. e 
; ſtrange 
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ſtrange he ſpeaks of Jeſus, who ſent him, in 
the Firſt Perſon, and of himſelf in the Third — 

I Jeſus have ſent mine Angel. — And for all this 
he alledges no Reaſon, unleſs it be, that, Chap. 


it by his Angel unto his Servant John; and again, 
Chap. xxii. 8, the Angel is ſaid to have ſhewed 
him theſe Things. And ſo we find in other pro- 
phetick Viſions Angels were ſent to /irengthen the 
Prophet, and inſtruct him in the Meaning of 
what he ſaw. Here in the Revelations a great 
Variety of Scenes was preſented to St. John's 
View, and many Perſons are introduc'd as act- 
ing, and ſpeaking. If this Angel was employ'd 
either in explaining theſe Things to St. Jobn, as 
we find he does, Chap. xvit. 7.—XIx. 9.—XxX1. . 
—XX11. I &c. or in repreſenting them to his Ima- 
W gination, we are not to conclude that he is the 
W Speaker throughout, even of ſuch things as are 
expreſly ſaid to be ſpoken by another. Grotius 
does indeed ſuppoſe that the Angel here ſpeaks 
in the Perſon of our Saviour, or rather that our 
Sawour ſpoke by the Mediation of an Angel. 


his Explications of Scripture, yet he is certainly 
a judicious and conſiſtent Writer: he is not fo 


abſurd, as to make the Angel ſpeak at once both 


a Dan. vii. 16. viii. 17. x. 10 &c. Zech. i. 9 &c. 
ill 


=; 


i. 1, 722 Chriſt is ſaid to have ſent and ſigniſied 


But, though I cannot concur with Grotius in all 
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in the Name of God the Father, and of Gad the 
Son; or imagine him capable of ſaying — I Fe. 
ſus have ſent mine Angel. — * Theſe Words he 
expreſly attributes (and fo, I believe, every one 
before our Eſſay- Writer has done) to our Sa. 
viour himſelf. And yet this Interpretation of 
our Author, though entirely his own Invention, 


is deliver'd with the greateſt Air of Aſſurance — 
Mis Voice was undoubtedly the Voice of the Ange 


— © It is manifeſt &c. — I humbly apprehend 
the contrary is as manifeſt, as Words can well 
make it. We read, Rev. 1.8, I am Alpha an 
Omega, the Beginning and the Ending, ſaith ti 
Lord, which is, and which was, and which is ti 
come, the Almighty. — St. John here expreſ 
ſays that it was the Lord, who ſpake thel 
Words. But the Lord is the uſual Title give 
to our Saviour in Scripture ; and of him St. Fahy 
was ſpeaking in the Verſes preceding. Again, 
ver. 10 &c. St. John tells us that he was in th 
Spirit on the Lord's Day, and heard behind him - 
great Voice, as of a Trumpet, ſaying, I am Abbe 
and Omega, the Firſt and the Laſt — And when 
he turn'd to ſee the Voice that ſpake with him, It 

a Sequitur hie Dialogus inter Dominum Jeſum & Fohannen, 
non appoſitis Perſonarum nominibus, ſed quæ facile ex verbis (ub 
intelliguntur. Hic loqui incipit 7e/us. b P. 70. c P. 72, 


d See the Application of this Text to our Saviour vindicated from 
Objections by Dr. Vaterland. Sermons, p. 227 &c. 


ſau 
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aw one like unto the Son of Man — And he ſaid 
unto him I am the Firſt and the Laſt: I am He 
that liveth, and was dead — What can be more 
clear than that the Perſon, who ſpeaks all this, 
Wis not the Angel ſent by the Son, but the Sen him- 
Wſclf? The fame Perſon delivers him a Meſſage 
o the ſeven Churches : and therein among other 
ings calls himſelf * the Son of God; * the Firſt 
and the Laſt, which was dead, and is alive; the 
faithful and true Witneſs, the Beginning of the 
reation of God; which laſt Character our Au- 
or himſelf for a plain Reaſon allows to belong 
o the Son of God. In the laſt Chapter of this 
Book there may be ſome little Difficulty. At 
Wer. 9, the Angel is the Speaker: but at ver. 10, 
Words — And he ſaid unto me — as they be- 


a Rev. ii. 18. b —ii,8 c—il14 d But 'Agyi 
gnifies not only the Beginning, but the Cauſe or Principle, or 
he Head or Governor, In the former Senſe, as we have alrea- 
y ſhewn, it is applied by Euſebius, and other ancient Writers, 
de Son of God. See Waterland's Sermons, p. 52, 53. In the 
tter Senſe, Dr. Clarke interprets it Script. Doct. p. 118. Ed. 2. 
ad our Author himſelf, p. 41, contends that Aęxd ſignifies Head 
_— Ci. As to the Text, Cal. i. 15, Dr. Clarke thus explains 
Ii obſervable that St. Paul does net call our Saviour - 
Men92y Tz xm, the firfl-created of all Creatures, but e- 
e was xn, the firſt-born of every Creature, the firft-be- 
otten before all Creatures; fignifying in general that be was, be- 
ore the Creation of Things, vexbas, brought forth, produc'd by, 
eriv'd frow the Father. Script. Doct. p. 162. See Waterland's 
dermons, p. 58 &c, | : 
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gin a new Speech, ſo they introduce a ney 
Speaker. Who this Speaker is, is not indeed 
particularly exprefs'd, but he manifeſtly diſcover 
himſelf in what follows, and particularly in theſe 
Words, ver. 16.—1 Feſus have ſent mine Angel 
which any common Underſtanding muſt ima. 
gine could be ſpoken by no other but by Jeſu 
himſelf. But this Eſſay- Writer, without ſo mud 
as offering any Reaſon, imagines the Angel to he 
the Speaker throughout, both here, and in the 
firſt Chapter ; and then makes him to perſonat 
whom he pleaſes, according as he ſhall fan 
what is ſaid to be proper to each Perſon. WH 
Scripture ? what Language can ſtand before ſuc 
a Method of Interpretation? This is to take foi 
granted what he ought to prove: this is to mak 
the Scripture no Rule of Faith at all; or ſud 
an one, as ſeems rather calculated to puzzle a 
perplex Mankind, than to guide them into di 
Truth. 
In the foregoing Pages our Author has lM 

us his kind Aſſiſtance towards eſtabliſhing tix 

Doctrine of the Son's Divinity: we are farthe 
oblig'd to him for proving the Divinity of til 
Holy Spirit; and that by ſuch Arguments, as wh 
otherwiſe ſhould not have thought of. He . 
tempts to ſhew that the Jeus paid divine Hamm 


a P. 73. 


Me... 7 


f 
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to a Third Perſon ; and that he was call'd Jebo- 
vah: to which I can ſay no more, but only that 
I wiſh he had brought better Proofs of it, When 
he will tell us why * the Lord, to whom Abra- 
ham addreſs d himſelf, and who went his Way, 
as foon as he had left communing with Abraham, 
might not reach Sodom by next Morning; and 
might not be the ſame Perſon, who brought Lot 
out of Sodom, and ruin d upon Sadom, and upon 
Gomorrah, Brimſtone and Fire from the Lord out 
of Heaven, I ſhall be ready to acknowledge ano- 
ther of theſe Angels to have been call'd Jebovab. 
= *' As to the Paſſage he cites from Zechariah, I 
find that Interpreters have generally ſuppos d the 
two Anointed ones there mention'd to have been 
Zerubbabel and Joſhua. If he will give me any 
tolerable Reaſon why they ſhould be underſtood 
to ſignifie the Second and Third Perſon in the Bleſ- 
ed Trinity, I ſhall be willing to hearken to him. 
The next Point our Author labours to prove, 
is, that the Angel Gabriel is that Third Eſſence, to 
202: the Jeus paid divine Honours. But what 
Proofs does he bring of this ſtrange Doctrine? 
The Word Gabriel, it ſeems, /ignifies the Strength, 
[ a See Gen. xviii, xix, b P. 74. c P.75 &. d After 
all, the true Conſtruction of the Word Gabriel, is not — the 
Strength of God but — God is my Strength. — So Ezekiel ſigni- 
fies — God is my Strength — Hezekiah the ſame — Daniel = God 
is my Judge =» Nehemiah = God is my Conſolation &e. 
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* 


8 or Pawer of God. But by this Way of arguing 
0 he might deify near half the Perſons mention'd 
£48 25 in the Bible, Prophets and Kings as well as An- 
. 5 gels. But Gabriel is ſaid to ſtand in the Preſent 
bw of God : — and fo I humbly preſume all the An. 


* 
IE, oe 
2 5 25 
"Ra — © 
; 1 


gels do. All the Hoſt of Heaven are ſaid to ftand 
8 by him: and to ſland round about his Throne, 
. Or, if any Thing peculiar is thought to be de- 
N noted by this Expreſſion, it is reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe that Gabriel might be one of the Chief A 
3 gels, who attended more immediately on the Ma- 
+ x Jeſty of Heaven; *© poſſibly one of thoſe ſeven Si. 
* wich are fad ww fund before) Gobbi 
5 off viii. 2, and to be before his Throne, Rev. i. 4 
N The Angel Gabriel is mention'd only four Time Wi 
in Scripture, He is ſaid to have appear'd * oi 
"| Daniel twice, to Zachariah, * and to the Vi. 
==” gin Mary : but in none of theſe Places can I find i 
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755 any the leaſt Intimation that he was more than 
4 a common Angel. Les, we are told that Ds 
9 niel, when the Angel Gabriel appear d to him, un 
193 afraid, and fell upon his Face: As Ezekiel alſo di 
2 to the Holy Spirit, when it appear d unto him in 


the Likeneſs of the Glory of Jebovab. Which wa 


. 8. — 
FM ak 
* . —-J - * 
3 - _ - — — 


8 the uſual Method of Proſtration both with him, au] 
2 
Tl 4% a I Kings xxii. 19. b Rev. vii.11. c See Medz's Dit. 
i l on Zach. iv. 10. d Dan. viii. 16 &c, ix. 21 &c. e Lult 
550 5 1 11 &c, f i. 26 &c. g P. 81, 82. | 
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all the ancient Prophets and Patriarchs, whenever 
they had any earneſt Requeſt to make to Almighty 
W God; or when they apprebended that an Angel ſent 
Vom God was ſpeaking to them. — This laſt Clauſe 
W deſtroys all the reſt. * If ſuch Kind of Homage 
was uſually paid to an Angel ſent from God, then 
here is no Proof either that Gabriel was more 
than a common Angel, or that any divine Ho- 
nours were paid to him. Strange is it indeed, 


Homage was often paid by one Man to another, 
W ſometimes to an Equal. As to Ezekzel, he fell 
upon his Face before the Glory of the Lord : but I 
cannot find that either the Holy Spirit, or the 
Angel Gabriel, appear'd to him. As to Damel, 
his Proſtration ſeems to have been owing rather 
to Fear, than Devotion — he was afraid, and 
ell upon his Face — and was in a deep Sleep on his 
Face toward the Ground: but the Angel touch d 
um, and ſet him upright. — There is nothing 
chroughout that bears the leaſt Appearance of 
any divine Worſhip or Honour paid to this Angel. 
But we are told that he was ſent to make Daniel 
underſtand the Vifen, and to give him Skill and 
| a It is obſervable that neither Mary, nor Zacharias, tho? told 

that he was Gabriel, who food in the Preſence of God, are ſaid to 
have paid any thing like divine Honours to him. b See Gen, 
xliv. 14. — I Sam. xxv. 23. — 1 Kings xviii. 7. — 2 Kings iv. 37. 
= As x. 26, CP. 77. 
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that he ſhould not know, or conſider, that * ſuch 
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Underflanding : — and fo might any other Per. 
ſon, whether Angel, or Man, empower'd and 


deputed by God. This Author himſelf, though 
he has no extraordinary Commiſſion, yet ſeem 
to think himſelf qualified 70 give us Skill and Un. 
derſtanding, and to make us underfland Vijions. — 
The Reaſoning here is indeed curious — I i 
manifeſt that the Angel Gabriel "was employed i 
the illuminating of thoſe who were divinely inſpir' 
fince it was undoubtedly for this Purpoſe that Gs. 
briel was ſent to the Prophet Daniel, to make hin 
underſtand the Viſion, and to give him Skill au 
Underſtanding. — But this manifeſt ſoon dwindls 
to probable only. — Therefore it is probable, tht i 
this Angel Gabriel was that Holy Spirit, who wa 
employed by God in illuminating the reſt of the Pr. 
pbets of old. — That is, in other Words, Becauk 
the Angel Gabriel was once or twice, on a ſpe 
cial Occaſion, ſent to one of the Prophets, t 
explain a particular Viſion, or deliver a partic 
lar Prophecy, therefore he, and no other, (tho Wl 


his Name is no where elſe mention'd in the 0! 


Teſtament) was the Perſon, who on all Occaſion 
illuminated, and inſpir' d, all the Prophets. —Al 
that is manifeſt to me, is, that this Writer cu 
build great Matters upon very ſlender Founds 


tions, 


s fs 
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As to his Notion of the Angel Gabriels being 
W himſelf he Holy Spirit, which he told the Virgin 
Mary /hould come upon ber (in the Third Perſon 
and the Future Tenſe) it is fo groſs a Conceit, 
and ſo utterly void of any Support from the 
Text, or from any Reaſon, or Authority what- 
ſoever, that it neither requires, nor deſerves a 
ſerious Confutation. 

But the Angel in the Revelations is again calld 
in to his Aſſiſtance. This Angel, he told us be- 
fore, perſonated both the Father, and the Son : 
and now he has diſcover d him to be the Holy / 
Spirit, though the Angel himſelf expreſly tells 
St. John that he was no more than his Fellow- 
Servant. But what are his Reaſons? Full as 
good as thoſe we have been juſt now examining. 
us Chrift ſent this bis Revelation, and figni- 
d it by bis Angel unto his Servant Jom. And 
er through this whole Book he calls this Revelation 
ico {be Diftates of the Spirit. — And the ſame Ar- 

WE gument, if admitted, will equally ſerve to prove 
that St. ohn himſelf was the Holy Spirit. For it 
is entituled the Revelation of St. Jobn, and was 
nt and ſigniſied by him to the ſeven Churches. 
We acknowledge then this Revelation to be the 
Ss D:&ates of the Spirit, and fo doubtleſs it muſt 
be, if it was ſent by Jeſus Chriſt, or given by God: 
a P. 107. b P. 106. c. Rev. xix 10. xxii. . 

but 
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but we do not think ourſelves oblig'd to pay dj. 
vine Honours either to St. John, or to the Angel 
by whoſe Miniſtry it was ſent. But after all 
his References reach no farther than the two 
next Chapters, which, as has been already ſhewn, 
are the Words of our Lord himſelf. 

What follows P. 82 &c. I am ſorry to fe 
come from the Pen of a Proteſtant Divine, 
Clergyman of the eftabliſh'd Church. It is the Lan- 
guage of Papiſis, the very Arguments, and Dif 
tinctions, they uſe to palliate their Worſhip aſ 
Saints and Angels, and has been ſo fully refu- 
ted by our Writers in that Controverſy, that 
might content myſelf with referring to them, 
Let us however hear what he has to ſay. * We 
are told that when Angels are commiſſion'd fron 
God, with any Degree of Power over us, and an 
ſent in his Name, then it cannot be Idolatry to pq 
them ſuch a Degree of Adoration, as is proporti 
nate to the Authority with which they are inveſted 
— And by this Means he would reconcile tht 
Divine Worſhip and Adoration, which he can 
not but own to be due to the Son, and to thi 


a See in particular A. Bp. Teni/on of Idolatry. Uſher's Anſue 
to a Challenge made by a Jeſuite. Stillingfleet's Diſc. of the Ids 
latry of the Ch. of Rome, and Defence. Anſwer to J. G's Du 
logues. Sherlock's Diſcourſe of the Object of Religious Worlkip 
Freeman's Diſc. of Invocation of Saints. Wake's Expoſit. of the 
DoR. of the Ch. of England &c. &. b P.83, 


Hoy 
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Holy Spirit, with his Notion of their being both 
Creatures, fince it is but juſt that whatever De- 
gree of Superiority the Almighty is pleas'd to give 
to any one Being over others, there ſhould be a ſiut- 
able Degree of Submiſſion and Obedience paid to 
that Being &c.— But, with his good Leave, Ho- 
nour, Homage, Submiſſion, and Obedience is one 
Thing ; and Worſhip and Adoration another. 
There may be various Degrees of Honour and 
Homage ; but Degrees of Adoration is a Term I 
cannot comprehend : and to talk of Divine 
Homage payable to that which is no God, is, to 
my Apprehenſion, a plain Contradiction. This 
is indeed a Degree of Abſurdity beyond Pope- 
ry, and what the Papiſis themſelves expreſly 
diſclaim. God may certainly endue different 
Creatures with various Degrees of Perfection, 
and inveſt them with different Degrees of Pow- 
er and Authority one over another : but ſtill, as 
were muſt be an infinite Diſtance between the 

Supreme God and the moſt exalted Creature, fo 
W there will ( notwithſtanding all the Artifices 
which either Papiſts, or Arians, can invent to 


P. 82. b SeeP. 112. c cultum aliquem mino- 
eem divino, & majorem civili ſanctis Angelis & Hominibus de- 
f beri. Bellarm. Tom. ii. Contr. 4. C. 13. — We affirm that God 
is only to be worſhipp'd, meaning with Divine Worſhip. Reph 
to the Defence of Expoſ. of the Ch. of England. Art, ii. P. 7. 


M diſguiſe 
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diſguiſe the Matter) be always an eſſential Dif. 
5 tinction between the Religious Worſhip and Age. 
5 ration due to God, and the Homage and Submiſ- 
by ion due to any of our Fellow-Creatures. The 
A Scripture is expreſs in this Point — * Thou ſhalt 
worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thay 
ſerve — faith our Saviour. — See thou do it nit 
1 — ſaid the Angel to St. John, who fell down tt 
? worſhip him — worſhip God This Text the R. 
maniſts have long labour'd in vain to evade: but 
this Eſlay-Writer has been ſo good as to help 
them out. He has hit upon a Diſtinction, which 
I do not remember to have met with in their 
Writings — © St. Joln ſeems to have paid thi 
| Warſhip to the Angel on his own Account, withut 
any Regard to the Authority by which he was ſent; if 
which would have been Idolatry. But when An if 
gels are commiſhon'd from God with any Degree 9 
Power over us, and are ſent in his Name, then 
cannot be Idolatry &c. — St. Jobn ſeems — ſurely 
we might have expected ſome Reaſon why it { 
ſeems. Does any ſuch thing appear either from 
the Manner of St. John's Adoration, or from the 
Angel's Anſwer ? Juſt the Reverſe. — The Ang 
ſaid unto him — See thou do it not, I am thy Fe: 
lau- Servant — worſhiþ God Here is no Int 
mation that Sr. John paid this Worſhip to the At 


a Matth. iv. to. b Rev, xix. 10. xxii.g. P. 83. 
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gel on his own Account. On the contrary the Act 
itſelf is forbid and that with great Earneſtneſs — 
Ob pu — See thou do it not: and the Reaſons 
are general, and plainly imply that God alone is 
to be worſhipp'd without any Exception or Diſ- 
tinction, and that no Worſhip of any Kind, ſub- 
ordinate, or relative, ought to be paid to any of 
our Fellow-Creatures. Beſides our Author ſhould 
have remember'd that this Angel was commi/ſion'd 
from God and ſent in his Name, and was now 
acting in Virtue of ſuch Commiſſion : * nay, ac- 
cording to him, he was the Holy Spirit himſelf, 
inveſted with a great Degree of Paver ; and it 
was highly reaſonable, and St. Fohn's Duty to pray 
to him, and pay Divine Homage to him. © Nor 
ſhould he have forgot that but two Pages be- 
fore he had told us, that Daniel and Ezekiel fell 
upon their Face, and paid Divine Honours to this 
ſame Angel: nor does it appear from the Text 
that theſe Prophets paid more Regard to God's 
Authority, or had any farther Commiſſion from 
God for ſo doing than the Apoſtle had. How 
then this ſame Proftratton before the very fame 
Perſon commiſfion'd and ſent by God on the like 
Errand, ſhould be but uſual, reaſonable, and juſt 
in Ezekzel and Daniel, and yet would have been 
Idolatry in St. fohn : or how this Angel came to 


a P. 106. b See P. 112. e P. 81. 
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accept this Homage in the one Caſe, and yet 
ſhould ſo peremptorily, and earneſtly refuſe it 
in the other, it may concern this Writer to ac- 
count for. 

There is ſtill another Difficulty attending our 
Author's Scheme, of which I ſhould be glad to 
ſee a clear Solution. He mentions it as the O- 
pinion of the Jews, which Opinion he gives in- 
to, and defends at large, that as te Portion of 
Iſrael was particularly committed to the Care of 
that Being, who 1s denoted by the Name of the 
Lord, ſo other Angels were appointed as Guar- 
dians, or governing Spirits over the other Natims 
of the Earth. Now I would defire to know 
whether the ſame Divine Honours, which the 
Jews paid to their Guardian Angel, were not al- 
ſo due from all other Nations to their ſeveral 
Guardians: and if ſo, whether they do not, in 
this Reſpect at leaſt, ſtand clear from the Charge 
of Polytheiſm and Idolatry. Nay the Argument 
may poſſibly be carried ſtill farther. For, i 
this great Expanſe be full of Spirits of different 
Ranks and Degrees, an infimte Series of ſpiri- 
tual Agents in Subordination one to another, and 
any of theſe have any Authority, or Power over 
us, then, according to the Principles here laid 
down, to all theſe was due a ſuitable Degree f 


8 P. 34 Ke. b P. 25. c P. 114. d P. 82, 83. 
Sub 
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Submiſſion and Obedience, and, ſuch a Degree of 
Adoration, as was proportionate to the Authority 
with which they were inveſted. This is indeed no 
more than what the Defender of this Eſſay free- 
ly avows. * He thinks it no Blaſphemy to aſſert, 
that there may be three hundred Gods appointed to 
preſide over Mankind, with a delegated Power 
from the one Supreme God, to whom our Obedience 
would be due in Proportion to the Extent of Power 
delegated to them — in which very thing the Po- 
lytheiſm of the Heathen conſiſted, as Dr. Cud- 
worth, Bp. Stilling fleet, and other Proteſtant # 
Writers have unanſwerably demonſtrated. What 
adds till greater Weight to this, is, that theſe 
are the very ſame Reaſons, which the Heathens 
alledg'd in Defence of their Worſhip. As this 
Writer ſuppoſes * Angels to have been appointed 
Guardian Spirits over the ſevernl Nations of the 
Earth, ſo Julian ſuppoſes inferior Gods to be 
appointed over Countries and Cities, and from 
thence attempts to juſtifie the Heathen Worſhip. 
And Celſus tells us that we ought to offer up 
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a P. 44. b Intellect. Syſt. P. 211 &c. c Diſc. of Ido- 
latry of the Ch. of Rome, P. 120 &. See alſo Defence of Diſc. 
of Idol. and Anſw. to 7. G's Dialogues, d P. 34- e See 
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Thanks to the Damons who are appointed over the 
Earth, and preſent to them our Firſt-Fruits and 
Prayers, as long as we live, that we may make 
them our Friends. * In another Place he main- 
tains that each Nation had as much Reaſon to 
worſhip their Tutelary Deities, as the Jews had 
to worſhip their Guardian Angel. Again, *s 
our Author argues that Adoration or Worſhip nit 
being paid to Angels on their own Account, but on 
Account of the Authority, which had been delega- 
ted to them, terminates in the one only and Suprent 
God, ſo Celſus pleads that he who wworſhips mary 
Gods, inaſmuch as he worſhips one of the Servant 
of the Great God, therein does what is agreeable f. 
him. And Hierocles tells us that it is to obey the 
divine Law, to acknowledge and honour the God 
according to the Rank, in which they are plac d b 
their Maker and Father, and to refer the Worſh 
to God only their Maker, whom one may proper) 
call the God of Gods, the Supreme and beſt Gu 
I am ſenſible indeed that the Heathen Idolatry 


a Orig. contr. Celſ. L. v. P. 254. b P. 83, 84. c Om) 
75 7 D Ot&5 WAHovay, To iv n Tay rod 14% 02 Aev qr 
Biker xy ov rue one wo, Orig. contr. Celſ. L. viii. P. 381. 
d T3 38 5 iniy/noww 1290 v Tomnd auriy u Themges, vd rn ares 
ria, n g n, TH fly Ni xgmexghuIurren i ii a, 
due οννον prov away Othy urige v eas, 3» Oi Otis xvght 
2 dm mg, & Oer bm 8 Hear. Hierocl. in Carm. Pythag, P. 
10. Ed. Lond. 1654. 

went 
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went ſtill farther : they not only worſhipp'd ſu- 
perior Intelligences, but they worſhipp'd alſo the 


| Souls of departed Heroes, and they fell down to 


Stocks and Stones. But I ſhould hope that no 
Chriſtian, at leaſt no Proteſtant, would deny, 
that even in this firſt Inſtance their Worſhip 
was idolatrous. Sure I am that the Chriſtian 


Writers, in Anſwer to theſe Heathen Apologies, - 


not only urg'd, that the Gods they worſhipp'd 
were either evil Spirits, or the Souls of dead 
Men; but they farther inſiſted, that, if the Gods 
of the Heathen were good Angels, yet no Wor- 
ſhip would be due to them. Origen ſpeaking 
of the heavenly Bodies, or rather of the Intelli- 
gences ſuppos'd to preſide over them, fays — 
But ſuppoſe they are really his Heralds, and hea- 
venly Angels, even ſo ought we not rather to wor- 
ſhip God only, whoſe Heralds and Angels they are, 
rather than his Heralds or Angels. —" In another 


a AN tw 2 xgẽ— auTs Evay, 2 eanas S, a ASS” Tas 
a, & br T xnęgveανννοον a" ewray O1hy, © T ary zamopiper ve 
AU Nev aE9oxvurnreev, & Tos nung rug &y ASS avrs. Contr. Cel/. 
L. v. P. 239. b "Ew T im n O nuiy ,,, & r- 
Ae tos, See woreaa, © an yerß. ei 3 2 MY 
mas Ber 3 my im man od mpilicta Othy, xgmetronontw, on 
varig To xiv a cwugn Eee 4 This oxias awry lx, mov amen 
ge Td LCD my im . Oi, tar 10% ie tx w- 
rag TE5 CHEE PIAES ty AS: e VVuzeis, © md ug. Ib. L. viii. 
P. 420. 
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96 AV indication of the 
Place he ſays — We ought to ſeek the Favour of 
God only, and pray to him to be propitious to us, 
whoſe Favour is to be obtain d by Godlineſs and all 
Virtue. But if Celſus would have us ſeek the Fa. 
wvour of others befides the God over all, let him hm 
that, as, when the Body is mov d, the Motion of it 
Shadow will follow, in the ſame manner, when the 
Favour of the God over all is obtain d, it fallin 
that all his Friends will be propitious, Angels, and 
Souls, and Spirits. — * Laſtly, and to mention 
no more, the ſame Father thus exclaims — 4. 
way with this Counſel of Celſus, telling us we ought 
to worſhip Demons, nor ought we in the leaſt t 
hearken to it: for we ought to worſhip the Gu 
ever all alone, and we ought to worſhip the Ward 
of God, the Only-begotten, and the Firſt-born 9 
every Creature. The Scriptures alſo not only { 
verely rebuke the Heathen for worſhipping D. 
vils and Idols of Gold and Silver, but they de- 
clare it to be unlawful to worſhip any Creature. 
> They teach us that the Lord he is God, au 
there is none elſe beſides him; © that he is the Gu 
alone of all the Kingdoms of the Earth; that al 


a Ang 3 Tlu v Kinos ovwnenls, At3917@», aat97 e d 
dau S 24% 1 79000» &x 85809 abs {haves » et mn in 
. Org, v, ar e 9 pg ere = MEWTOTIZED TRONS dire 
A«ys Ob. Ib. P. 395. b Deut. iv. 35, c 2 Kin. xix.15; 
d Eſal. 96. 5. See Hammond's Not. 
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the Gods of the Nations were — tyhihte — good for 
nothing. They condemn the Heathen for wor- 
ſhipping the Creature over and above the Creator, and 
for doing Service unto them which by Nature were 
no Gods. © And St. Paul, when the People of 
Lyftra took him, and Barnabas, for their Gods 
Jupiter and Mercury, preach'd unto them, that they 
ſhould turn from thoſe Vanities unto the Living God, 
who made Heaven and Earth, and the Sea, and all 
Things that are therein. Theſe Texts, and many 
others, declare that God is the ſole Object of re- 
ligious Worſhip, and that no Worſhip ought to 
be paid to any Creature whatſoever. If therefore 
the Son and the Holy Spirit were Creatures, there 
could be no divine Worſhip due to them: nor can 
any Reaſon be pleaded for ſuch Worſhip, which 
may not, at leaſt in ſome Proportion, be extend- 
ed to other Creatures. Are they call'd Gods? fo 
alſo are Angels, and Kings, and Judges. Are 
they made Gods to us? ſo will this Author tell 
us that Moſes was made a God to Pharach. Have 
they God-like Powers given them? ſo have all 
they who are in Authority. Is there due to them 
a Degree of Adoration proportionate to the Autho- 
rity with which they are inveſted? and why, ac- 
cording to our Author's Principles, might not 
each Tutelary Angel claim the like? Does the 


a Rom. i. 25. b Gal. iv. 8. c As xv. 15. d P. 89. 
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98 A Vindication of the 
Adoration and Worſhip paid to them terminate in 
the one only and Supreme God ? fo, Heathens and 
Romaniſts will tell you, does the Worſhip paid 
to Angels and Saints, and even to Images. * 
But there is one Salvo ſtill behind, which our 
Author ſeems to lay ſome Streſs on. * We are 
told that Angels, as Angels, have not any Right 
to divine Worſhip or Adoration upon their own Ac: 
count ; and therefore all voluntary Humility and 
worſhipping of Angels, even the higheſt, out of ou 
own Head, or without @ Commiſſion from God far 


fo doing, would be Idolatry. And here he quotes, 


Col. ii. 18, as it ſtands in our Tran/lation, and 
tells us in a Note, that whether it is frictiy jul 
be will not ſay : but ſure he is that it correſponds 
to the Meaning of the Apoſtle. And then he fe- 
fers to Grotius for farther Satisfaftion. But that 
the Apoſtle intended to forbid the Worſhip of An. 
gels in general, is plain from the Reaſon ſubjoin'd, 
becauſe it is not holding the Head. Another Res- 
ſon why we ſhould worſhip no Angel, is becauſe 
we have no Commiſſion to worſhip any. And 


a See Waterland's Defence, Q. xvi, xvii. Bingbam's Orig, Ec- 
cleſ. Book xiii, Ch. 2 and 3. Thus alſo argues Athanafius —L) 
of AEN, vi aviry © mois i, A,, gre 5 wi go 
Tw % &3forre, 0 ro Ae E © m: 58 mag aura My 
ue; ds Nonne % wN in, xaj of Toe! 5 mw Tar Emu? 115 
c Ti u ruννε Quay ton re Ur 342 H uc i d 
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therefore to introduce ſuch Worſhip is to act 
without Commiſſion, and to intrude into thoſe 
Things which we have not ſeen. How far our Eſ- 
ſay- Writer may fall under this Cenſure, I leave 
to his own ſerious Conſideration. I have alſo 
conſulted Grotius, and find his Explication whol- 
ly different from that here offer'd us. He joins 
the Word — $:Awy — with — A — 
and interprets the Text as condemning the Wor- 
ſhip of all Angels whatſoever, tells us that un- 
der this falſe Notion of Humility was introduc'd 
the Heathen Polytheiſm, and quotes ſeveral Paſ- 
ſages of Origen to the ſame Purpoſe, as thoſe I 
have quoted above. But let him take the Text 
in his own Senſe: let it be ſuppos'd to ſignifie 
that we muſt not worſhip Angels without a Com- 
miſſion from God for ſo doing. But what does he 
mean by Commiſſion * Has he not juſt before 
told us, * that it was reaſonable and juſt that a 
ſuitable Degree of Submiſſion and Obedience ſhould 
be paid to all Beings in proportion to their De- 
gree of Power and Authority over us? and need 
we wait for a Commiſſion for doing what is in it- 
ſelf juft and reaſonable, And again in this very 
Page, if I miſtake him not, he makes the be- 
ing commiſſion d from God with any Degree of 
Power over us, and ſent in his Name, a ſufficient 
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100 A Vindication of the 
Ground for a Degree of Adoration proportionate 
to ſuch Authority. * Beſides elſewhere he tells us 
that the Worſhip, which is due from Man to Gad, 
7s on Agcount of the Dominion he hath over bim, 
and that the Son becometh our God, not ſo much mm 
Account of bis having been employed in our Crea- 
tion, as becauſe all Judgment is committed unt 
him, this being the great Obligation of all Duty. 
If this be true, will it not follow that each 
Guardian Angel became a God to the Nation 
committed to him, and that they were as much 
oblig'd to obey and worſhip him, as the Few; 
were to obey and worſhip the God of Iſrael? 
But if by Commiſſion from God he means an ex- 
preſs Command, I muſt then defire to know 
what Commiſſion the Fews had to pay divine H. 
nours to his Third Eſſence, or how he will ex- 
cuſe Ezekiel and Daniel from Will-Worſhip and 
Tdolatry. I can find no ſuch Command in the 
Old Teftament : nor does this Writer produce 
any either from Old or New. On the contra- 
ry, even with Regard to Chriſtians, he argues 
only from the Offices affign'd this Spirit, and 
from the Fitneſs and Reaſonableneſs of the Thing, 
nor do I find that he aſcribes to this Spirit any 
Power or Authority over the Jeus, except that 


a P. 100, 101. b See P. 112, 143. 
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of inſpiring and illuminating their Prophets. Ac- 
cording to him they were under the peculiar 
| Government of the Second Eſſence, * who had, 
if we may believe him, at this Time no Power 
over the Holy Spirit. Nay, it may perhaps, ac- 
cording to his Principles, be difficult to ſhew 
what Commiſſion the Jews had to pay divine Ha- 
nours even to his Second Eſſence. For, * if what- 
ever Command of this Kind were given, muſt 
be ſuppos'd to be deliver'd in the Perſon of God 
the Father, then the Worſhip of the Son is not 
only not commanded, but expreſly prohibited. 
Thus will it always fare with wild Notions : 
like crack d Veſſels, when ſtruck againſt each 
other, they will betray their Unſoundneſs. 


. 385; b See p. 66 &c. 
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VINDICATION 


OF THE 


DOCTRINE of the TRINITY 


From the 
EXCEPTIONS of a late PAMPHLET 
Eutituled So] 
An ESSAY on SPIRIT ©@c. 


» 3 


By a Divixx of the Church of England. 


PART. i 


If we receive the Witneſs of Men, the Witneſs of God is greater : 


for this is the Witneſs of God, which he hath teſtified of his Son. 
1 Job. v. q. 


AN, urg Js 1 Sor pz Ine X 2458, 90 e. Ot, ws E 
Kears dre © vixgay R d nugs prey roar ate © whe 
eas nur. Clem. Rom, Ep. ad Cor. ii. S. 1. 


— ______ 


OXFOR D, 


Printed at the THEATRE for Jaues FieTCatk in the 


Turl, and Sold by J. and J. RivincT@xN in St. Paas 
Church- Yard, London. M DCCLIII. 


A TR” A 


e 


— - 
* . V « *»*. £5 T5 
= C 5 
P _ 


M 
* 
Ef 
it 
; 
; 

a 
71 
. 

: 
* 
E. 
uy 
*4 


ö 
1 
4 


Imprimatur, 


8 


% 


J. BROWMNE, 


- 7 2 ra 
2 LI 


inp tos 


mw 


Vice-Can, ; Oxm, 


ge 
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VINDICATION 


OF THE 


DocrRINE of the TRINITV &c. 


AVING in my former Part conſi- 
der d what our Author has advanc'd 
in ſupport of what he calls be Doc- 
trine of the Trinity from the Wri- 

tings of the ancient Fews, and from the Old Tef- 

tament, I ſhall proceed to conſider his Proofs 
drawn from the New Teflament. 

But he had promis'd to confider this Doctrine 
in the Light of Nature and Reaſon : * and a Page 
or two I find beſtow'd here for this Purpoſe. 
All the Proof they contain, is, that his Do&#rine 
is reconcilable to Reaſon ; that we cannot but think 
that God ſhould chooſe to govern this Univerſe by a 
gradual Subordination of Beings, one ſuperior to 
another, rather than to be the ſole Director or Go- 
vernor of every the moſt minute Affair: that it 
is likewiſe reaſonable to believe that the ſame Me- 
thod of Government, which God hath ordain'd in 


aP. 85, 86. 
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2 A Vindication of the 


this ſublunary Globe, is carried on by a Kind of 
Analogy through the whole Creation. — But, as [ 
ſaid before, what is this to the Dactrine of the 
Trinity? If he will allow the true and proper 
Divinity of the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, he may 
parcel out his Thrones and Dominions amongſt o- 
ther inferior Intelligences, as he judges proper, 
and may entertain himſelf with as many Fancies 
about the Hierarchies of Angels, as the moſt 
whimſical Schoolman, or even the Pſeudo- Dis- 
nyſius himſelf. But he muſt give us Leave to 
think more ſoberly. We are afraid of intruding 
into thoſe Things which we have not ſeen, which 
our Faculties are not able to conceive, and 
wherein we have no Light to guide us. We 
preſume not to ſay in what Manner God ſhould 


chooſe to govern this Univerſe : and are content to 


be ignorant what Order he has appointed, or 
what Degrees of Superiority he has eftabliſh'd, 
among thoſe Myriads of intelligent Beings, who 
miniſter unto him. He has been pleas'd in hs 
Scriptures to give us but very little Information 
in theſe Matters: and to theſe we chooſe to con- 
fine ourſelves. 

I haſten therefore with our Author to his 


Proofs from Holy Writ. What he has alledg'd 
from the Old Teſtament has been already conli- 


a See Pt. I. P. 16. 
| | der d: 
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der d: his Proofs from the New Teſtament conſiſt 
of ſuch Texts, as ſeem to imply ſome Inferio- 
rity in the Son, or Holy Spirit, or ſome peculiar 
Eminence in the Father: but ſuch Texts, as a- 
{ſcribe divine Titles, Perfections, and Powers to 
theſe two Perſons, he takes little or no Notice 
of. It may be proper therefore to take a ſhort 
View of theſe: and then we ſhall come better 
prepar d to conſider thoſe alledg'd by this Wri- 
ter on the other Side. 

I ſhall confine myſelf chiefly to the Article of 
the Son's Divinity, this being what our Author's 
Objections are principally levell'd at. Nor can 
it be expected that I ſhould enter into a particu- 
lar Examination of all the Scripture-Proofs of 
this Doctrine. This Controverſy has been fo 
lately, and fo fully, diſcuſs'd by ſeveral eminent 
Hands, particularly by the learned Dr. Water- 
land; and is ſo briefly, and ſo looſely handled 
here in this E/ay, that we ſtand in Need of no 
long labour'd Defence. It will be ſufficient to 
take a general View of the principal Proofs, re- 
ferring to ſuch Authors, as have handled this 
Point more largely, and vindicated the Senſe of 
the Texts, which ſhall be here cited, againſt the 
Exceptions of Arians and Socintans. At leaſt, I 
hope, it will be ſatisfactory, if I afterwards en- 
large on ſome of the moſt deciſive ones. 
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4 A Vindication of the © 


If we look then into the Scripture, we ſhall 
find ſcarce any Title, or Attribute, of the Diui- 


| nity, but what is aſcrib'd to the Son. * We, haye 


already ſeen, and * we have our Author's own 
Confeſſion that he is call'd Jebovab: and he ac- 
knowledges alſo that he is frequently in the Lan- 
guage of the New Teſtament ſpoken of as Gad; 
that * he is called Emmanuel, which being interpre- 
ted is, God with us; that St. Jobn the Evange- 
liſt poſitively ſays that the Word was God; and 
St. Paul calls him God manifeſt in the Fleſh ; and 
* S. Thomas, when ſpeaking to him fully and poſ- 
tively calleth him — My Lord and my God. But 
then he would have us under ſtand this only as ex- 
preſſive of ſome God-liłe Power given or communi- 
cated to him by God the Father : and ſays that, 
when all Power in Heaven and Earth was given 
to the Son, be was made a God to thoſe Beings, 0- 
ver whom that Power was given, and over theſe 
only. If this were true, then he could not be 
God till after his Reſurrection, and Aſcenſion: 
for then, and not till then, according to the 
Doctrine of this Eſſay, was all Power given unto 
him both in Heaven and Earth. * And in another 
Place we are told that this Power was given 


a See Pt. I. P. 49 Ke. b P. 53 &. e P. 94. d Matt. 
i. 23. e Job. i. 1. f I Tim. iii. 16. g Jab. xx. 28. 


h P. 89. i P. 111. k P. 101. 
him, 
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| him, as 4 Reward for having taken human Na- 
| ture upon him : * and again, that having been for 
the Suffering of Death crown'd with Glory and Ho- 
| nour, he had now Power given him over all Fleſh, 
But the Texts above-cited prove that he was 
God before this. St. Matthew teaches us that 
from his Birth he was God with us: St. Paul 
tells us, that God was manifeſt in the Fleſh, 
which plainly implies, that he was God before 
his Manifeſtation in the Fleſh : and St. John po- 
ſitively ſays that the Word was in the Beginning, 
and the Word was God. 
> St, Paul alſo teaches us that, before he took - 

upon him the Form of a Servant, and was made in 
the Likeneſs of Men, he ſubſiſted in the Form of 
God, and thought it not Robbery to be equal with 
God. He is call'd in other Scriptures the mighty 
God, * the great God, the true God, God over 
all bleſſed for ever. * We have already ſeen that 
the Son of God was the Creator of the World, and 
that not only of this World, which we inhabit, 
but of the Heavens and all their Hoſt, of all things 
able and inviſible; and without him was not any 

a P. 104. b Phil. ii. 6, 7. See Pearſon on the Creed, P. 
121. Ed. 1oth. Waterland's Sermons at L. Meyer's Lect. Serm. v. 1 
e 1. ix. 6. d Tit. ii. 13. See Waterland's Sermons, P. 214. 1 | N j 
e 1 Job. v. 20. See Waterland's Sermons, P. 206. Pearſon, P. 1 
131. f Rom. ix. 5. See Waterland's Sermons, P. 221. Pear- 


fon, P. 132, og See Pt. I. P. 15, 67, 
, thing 
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6 A Vindication of the 

thing made that was made. He is ſaid alſo to 
preſerve and govern all things: he aupboldeth 
all things by the Word of his Power; and by him 
all things confiſt. He is call'd the Head of all 
Principality and Power, * the Lord of Glory, * the 
Lord of Hoſts, * the King of Kings and Lord of 
Lords. * He is ſtild the Almighty : he himſelf 
tells us, * that what things forever the Father doth, 
theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe ; that all things 
that the Father hath are his; * that the Father is 
in him, and he in him; and that he and the Fu- 
ther are one. To him is aſcrib'd Omniſcience = 


. ® he is ſaid to now all things; to know all 


Men; to know what was in Man: he is fre- 
quently repreſented as knowing Men's Thoughts 
? and hei is call'd emphatically he which ſearcheth 
the Reins and Hearts. — Omnipreſence — ? when 
on Earth he call'd himſelf the Son of Man, which 
is in Heaven, in another Place he declares that 
where two or three are gather d together in his 
Name, there is he in the midſt of them, — Immu- 


2 Heb. i. z. b Col. i. 17. c Col. ii. 10. d 1 Cor, 
ni. 8. e Comp. Job. xii. 41. and J. vi. 5. f Rev. xvii, 
14. — Xix. 16. g Rev, i. 8. See Waterland's Sermons, P. 
227. h Job. v. 19. i Joh. xvi. 15. & Job. x. 38. 
1 B. v. zo. m Job. xvi. 30. — xxl. 17. n Jab. ii. 24, 
25. o Matt. ix. 4. — xii. 25. Lak. ix. 47. Job. vi. 64. 
p Rev. ü. 23, q Jab. iii. 13. 1 Matt. xvüi. 20. 


tability 
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tability — he is call'd Jeſus Chriſt the ſame ye 
terday, and to day, and for ever; and it is ſaid 
of him — thou art the ſame, and thy Years ſhall 
not fail. — Eternity — he himſelf thus beſpeaks 
the Jews Before Abraham was I am—* which 
is the very ſame Expreſſion, which is us'd to ex- 
preſs the Eternity, and neceſſary Exiſtence of the 
Supreme God. Again — I am Alpha and Ome- 
ga, the Beginning and the Ending, ſaith the Lord, 
which is, and which was, and which is to come 
and again — I am Alpha and Omega, the Firſt 
and the Laſt — * which are the very Phraſes us d 
in Scripture to expreſs the Eternity of the Su- 
preme God. And theſe Attributes are aſcrib d to 
our Lord in the moſt emphatical Manner — o 
epturay ve Pg Y xapdias — he which ſearcheth' the 


2 Heb. xiii, 8. b Heb.i.12. c Job. vii. 58. d Exod. 
ni. 14. e Rev. i. 8. f B. v. 11. See alſo Rev. i. 17. 
ü. 8. — xxii. 13. and Waterland's Sermons, P. 227 &c, Defence 
of Queries, P. 451. 2d Defence, P. 241 Kc. g J. XIi. 4. — 
xliv. 6. — xlviii. 12. Dr. Clarke would have theſe expreſſive 
Words to mean no more than the Author and Finiſber of our 
Faith. Heb. xii, 2. Script. Doct. P. 117. But as he gives no one 
Reaſon why Words ſpoken thus abſolutely ſhould be reſtrain'd to 
a particular Subject, ſo neither in Heb. xii. 2. does 'Agyr255 figni- 
fie Author, but Leader (ſee Heb. ii. 9. Adi v. 31.) nor T 
Finiſher, but Rewarder, or he who crowns (ſee Phil. iii. 12. Heb. 
ii. 9.) Hammond. Annot. Nor is it credible that the Apeſile 
ſhould apply ſuch Expreſſions as theſe ſo often us'd in Scripture 
to ſigniſie the Eternity of God to our Saviour, if he had not de- 
ſign'd to teach us that he was in the ſame Senſe eternal. 
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8 A Vindication of the 

Reins and Hearts. — To A % T0 Q, 0 pans xa d 
ung — the Alpha and the Omega, the Firſt and 
the Laſt. — o @y, & 6 1, xa 6 pxiues, 6 marn- 
Xegrup — He who 1s, and who was, and who is to 
come, the Almighty. 

Again, our Lord himſelf hath taught us * that 
all Men ſhould honour the Son, even as they honour 
the Father : and he thus beſpeaks his Diſciples. 
. believe in Gad, believe alſo in me. In other 
Scriptures we are authoriz'd and directed * to call 
upon his Name, to pray to him, to worſhip him, 
to praiſe him, * to ſwear by his Name. And not 
only Men, but Angels, even all the Angels of 
God worſhip him: and at his Name bows every 
Knee, of Things in Heaven, and Things in Earth, 
and Things under the Earth. * Nor has he Pow- 
er given him over thoſe Beings only, which inhabit 
this Heaven and this Earth : but he is ſet on the 
Right Hand of God, far above all Principality, and 
Power, and Might, and Dominion, and every Name 
that is named not only in this World, but alſo in 


a Job. v. 23. See Waterlands Defence, P. 279 Ke. b Job. 
xiv. 1. c As xxii. 16. Rom. x. 12. 1 Cor. i. 2. 2 Tim. i. 
22, d Ads vii. 59, 60. 2 Cor. xii. 8. Rev. xxii. 20. e Luk, 
xxiv. 52. Matt. ii. 2, 11. f Heb. xiii, 21. 1 Pet. iv. 11. 
1 Tin. i. 12. g 17%. v. 27. Rom. ix. 1. 2 Cor. xii. 19. 
1 Tim. ii. 7. h Heb. i. 6. i Phil, ii. 10, k See E/. 
ſay, P. 89: but what he means by this Heaven I know not. 


1 Eph. i. 20, 21. 
that 
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that which is to come ; * and Angels, Authorities, 
and Powers are made ſubject unto him. * Accord- 
ingly in the Revelations not only the four and 
twenty Elders, but the four Beaſts are repreſent- 
ed as falling down before the Lamb; and all the 
many Angels round about the Throne, whoſe Num- 
ber was ten thouſand times ten thouſand, and thou- 
ſands of thouſands, and every Creature, which 1s in 
Heaven, and on the Earth, and under the Earth, 
give Glory to him ſaying, — Bleſſing, and Ho- 
nour, and Glory, and Power be unto him that fit- 
teth upon the Throne, and unto the Lamb for ever 
and ever. Laſtly, © he is nam'd jointly with the 
Father in Bleſſings, Doxologies &c. and he 
himſelf commanded his Diſciples to baptize all 
Nations in the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. 

I ſhall not however fay that this a Point at- 
tended with no Difficulties. There are ſeveral 
Texts, which ſeem to aſcribe ſome Kind of In- 
feriority to the Son, and a peculiar Diſtinction 
and Pre-eminence to the Father. Nor is it to be 
wonder'd at, if great Difficulties ſhould occur in 
a Queſtion concerning the Nature of God, and 


a 1 Pet. iii. 22. b Rev. v. 8 &. e Rom. i. 7. 1 Cor. 


i. 3. 2 Cor. i. 2, Gal. i. 3. Eph. i. 2. and fo in all St. PauPs 
Epiſtles. 2 Cor. xiii. 14. Rev. v. 13. — vil. 10. d Matt. 
xxviii, 19. See Vaterland's Sermon viii, 
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10 A Vindication of the 

his Manner of Exiſtence, Points confeſſedly far 
above our Apprehenſion. It is, I may venture 
to ſay, impoſſible for God himſelf to reveal theſe 
Things to ſuch Kind of Beings as we are, any 
other Way, than by accommodating himſelf to 
our Conceptions, and uſing ſuch Terms, as bear 
ſome Analogy to Things known and underſtood 
by us. | 

Accordingly we find he has choſe to expreſs 
the Relation, which the Second Perſon bears to 
the Firſt, by that of a Son to a Father. The 
Firſt Perſon is call'd the Father, the Second the 
Son of God: bis own Son, his beloved Son, his 
one Son, his ell-beloved, his only-begotten Son. 
This Title muſt certainly import ſomething ana- 
logous to the Relation between an earthly Father 
and Son: and the moſt natural and obvious Senſe 
of it denotes an Equality of Nature. It 1s not 
indeed eaſy to conceive in what other Senſe our 
Lord can be call'd the proper | id\es], and only-be- 
gotten Son of God. Other Beings may be, and 
have been call'd the Sons of God in a figurative 
and improper Senſe ; but the Title of God's own 
Son, his only-begotten Son, are ſurely Appellations 


a IA yod,, Rom. viii. 32. b Matt. iii. 17. xvii. 5. 
c "Eve hoy i 630mm ewrs, Mar. xii. 6. d Job. i. 14, 18. 
— iii. 16, 18. — 1 Joh. iv. 9. See Bulli Judic. Eccleſ. Cathol. 
Cap. v. Op. P. 313 &c. Pearſon on the Creed, P. 138 &c. 


too 
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too high for any Creature to bear. If ſuch Ti- 
tles as theſe import not an Equality of Nature, 
it will be hard to ſay what Idea they were de- 
ſign d to convey to us. Eſpecially, as it appears 
by the Scripture, that he was the San of God, be- 
fore he was conceiv'd by the Holy Ghoſt, or en- 
ter d on his Office of Mefftab. In this was ma- 
mfeſted the Love of God towards us (ſaith St. John ) 
becauſe that God ſent his only-begotten Son into the 
World. He was therefore the Son of God, before 
he was ſent into the World. Again, ſays the E- 
vangeliſt, — Having yet therefore one Son, his 
well-beloved, he ſent him alſo laſt unto them. The 


ſion, the well-belsved Son of God : he was, as an- 
other Evangeliſt ſpeaks, © with God, in the Boſom 
of his Father. St. Paul alſo ſtyles him — - 
rorexes cn r %.; begotten before all Crea- 


under the Denomination of Wiſdom (to uſe our 
Author's Words) repreſents him, as brought forth 
from the Beginning, or ever the Earth was, and 
tells us that then he was by God, as one brought up 
with him, and was daily his Delight, rejoycing al- 
ways before him. And this Title of the Son of 


a 1 Job. iv. 9. b Mar. xii. 6. c Job. i. 1, 18. d Col. 
1. 15. See Pt. I. P. 8. e Prov. viii. 22 &, f P. 52. 


See Pt. I. P. 45 &c. 
B 2 God 


Perſon therefore thus ſent was, before his Mul- 


tion. * And Solomon, ſpeaking of this ſame Being 
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God was ſo underſtood by the Jews of thoſe 
Times. We read Job. v. 18. that the Jeus ſought 
to kill Jeſus, becauſe he ſaid that God was his Fa- 
ther, making himſelf equal with God. * Again, 
when he own'd before the Chief Prieſts and El. 
ders that he was the Son of God, they ſaid that 
he had ſpoken Blaſphemy. Laſtly, * the Jeus told 
Pilate, that they had a Law, and by their Law 
he ought to die, becauſe he made himſelf the Son of 
God, that is, God, for otherwiſe they had no 
ſuch Law. | 

The ſame Title of Son imports alſo a Diſtinc- 
tion from, and ſome Kind of Subordination to 
the Father. And therefore (as I have already 
obſerv'd) the Son is by all the ancient Writers 
held to be in ſome Senſe inferior to the Father, 
and that even with regard to his Divine Nature. 
The Father is the Firſt Perſon, the Son the Se- 
cond : the Father they all repreſent as Unbegotten, 
receiving his Being and Attributes from none but 
himſelf; the Son they teach to be God of God, 
begotten of the Father, and receiving his Nature 
and Attributes from the Father ; but yet co-eter- 
nal and co-equal with the Father, receiving of 


him from all Eternity the ſame entire and un- 
divided Eflence. 


a Matth. xxvi. 63 &. Mark xiv, 61. Luke xxii. 70, 71. 
„ jc N. 1. F. 81. 
Again, 
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Again, when the Sen of God undertook the 
Redemption of Mankind, and took upon him 
our Nature, he thereby diveſted himſelf of that 
Glory, * which he had with the Father before the 
World was, and became for a while with Re- 


22 
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card to his Human Nature, inferior even to the 4 

Angels; and with Regard to his Mediatorial Of- * 
fice, he appear'd as the Father's Meſſenger and 1 | 
Embaſſador, and is repreſented as acting under bo” 


his Commiſſion, and in all things ſubſervient to 
his Commands. 

This Eſſay- Writer, having produc'd ſome 
Places of Scripture expreſſive of the Superiority of 
God the Father over God the Son, tells us be 15s 
not ignorant, that in order to invalidate this Ar- 
gument it is ſaid that ſuch Expreſſions were ſpoken 
only in Regard to his Human Nature. But is is 
ſtrange he ſhould be ignorant, that all Writers, 
who have written in Defence of the Sons Divi- 
nity (and particularly thoſe he quotes, Cudworth, 
Bull &c.) acknowledge him to be inferior to the 
Father, not only with Regard to his Human Na- 
ture, but with Regard to his Mediatorial Office, 
and alſo with Regard to his Divine Nature, as 
God of God. Or, if he was not ignorant, how 
came he to conceal this? Why did he leave his 
ignorant Readers to imagine that this was all 

a Joo. i. 5. b Hd. iq erg Gn 
which 
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which could be ſard to invalidate his Argument? 
One might have expected that ſome Notice 
might have been taken of ſuch Diſtinctions, as 
have been commonly made uſe of in this Con- 
troverſy, and ſomething ofter'd to ſupport his 
Argument againſt them. 

But it little concerns either me, or my Read- 
er, to enquire whether this Omiſſion was the Ef- 
fect of Ignorance, or Prudence: it may concern 
us to obſerve that, if the Son be God of God, his 
Diſtinction from, and Subordination to the Fa- 
ther, muſt be Doctrines neceſſary to be taught, 
as well as that of his Divinity. And this could 
not eaſily, perhaps not poſſibly be done, but in 
ſuch Terms, as to us muſt create ſome Difficul- 
ty and Ambiguity. Again, the Oeconomy of 
Man's Redemption was as neceſſary to be re- 
veal'd, as the Dignity of the Perſon, who ac- 
compliſh'd it. And this gives us a new Reaſon 
why there ſhould be in the Scriptures Things dit- 
ficult, and hard to be underſtood. But on the o- 
ther Hand, if our Lord is only a created Being, 
what Reaſon can be aflign'd why the Scriptures 
ſhould ſpeak ſo myſteriouſly and ambiguouſly 
concerning him? Why ſhould the inſpir d Wri- 
ters affect to uſe ſuch high Language, whenever 
they ſpeak of him? Why ſhould they ſo fre- 


quently, ſo conſtantly, ſo uniformly, attribute di- 
vine 


Doctrine of the Trinity &. 15 


vine Titles and Perfections to him? Why ſhould 
they not rather plainly without any Ambiguity, 
and that on all Occaſions, tell us that he was 
only our Fellow- ſervant? It has been juſtly re- 
mark d by Proteſtant Writers that the Scriptures 
give us but very ſhort Accounts of the Lives of 
the Virgin Mary, and the Apoſtles ; that they 
never beſtow any high Titles or great Enco- 
miums on them, but rather ſeem to take Pains 
to aſſure us that they were Men of hke Paſſians 
with ourſekves, We find alſo very little reveal'd 
to us of the Nature and Office of the Holy Au- 
gels : the Names of only two of them are men- 
tion'd, and little more is made known to us con- 
cerning them, than only that they are ur Fellow- 
Servants, miniſtring Spirits, ſent forth to miniſter 
for them, who ſhall be Heirs of Safvation. If our 
Lord, and his Holy Spirit had been, like them, 
only created Beings, however with Regard to 
their Nature, or Office, exalted above the reſt, 
the Scriptures would doubtleſs have taken the 
ſame Care to prevent us from eſteeming them e- 
qual with God, or paying them ſuch Honours, as 
were due to God only. This is then an Argu- 
ment, which carries great Conviction with it, 
and is at the ſame Time eaſy and plain to any 
common Underfianding. The Texts of Scrip- 


ture, which eſtabliſh our Bleſſed Savicur's Divi- 
nity 
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nity are many of them ſo full and ſtrong, that 
they cannot, without the greateſt Art and Sub. 
tlety, be made to bear any other Senſe: if there 
be ſome others, which may carry ſome Difficul- 
ty, or ſeeming Repugnancy with them, this is 
no more than what might be expected from the 
Nature of the Subject. The Socinians therefore 
(as * an ingenious Writer well obſerves) have 
been unlucky in the Execution of their main De- 


gn. For they have not purg'd Myſtery out of the 


Scripture, they have only chang'd its Place : they 
have taken Myſtery out of the Doctrine of the Scrip- 
ture, where it was venerable, and worthy the Ma- 
Jeſty of God, and have plac'd it in the Phraſe of 
the Scripture, where it is opprobrious and repug- 
nant to God's Sincerity. 

This Argument will be ſtill farther enforc'd, 
if we take a more particular Review of ſome of 
the Texts before alledg d. Let us begin with 
Rom. 1x. 5. St. Paul there ſpeaking of the Jews, 
ſays — & av 6 Xearos T0 xτ H, 6 wy fn m 
roy Oed Ao ynres eig cd aiavas. — Our Tranſla- 
tion thus renders it — of whom as concerning the 
Fleſh Chriſt came, who is over all, God bleſſed for 
ever. — Dr. Clarke allows this to be the more 
obvious rendring of the Words : but then he tells 


a Young's Sermons Vol. ii, Ser, 2. P. 78, b Script. Doct. 
P. 75. Ed. 2d. 
us 
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us that the Word es, God, is wanting in many 
MSS. See here the Progreſs of Error. Eraſmus 
had ſuggeſted that the Word God was wanting 
in a Citation by St. Cyprian, and in another by 
St. Hilary. Next comes Grotius, and tells us it 
is not in the Syr:ack Verſion: and laſt of all 
comes the ingenious Dr. Clarke, and ſays it is 
wanting in many MSS. It were to be wiſh'd he 
had produc'd ſome of theſe many MSS. For 
thoſe who have moſt diligently enquir'd into 
theſe Matters, and particularly our learned Dr. 
Mill, and the learned Kuſter, who have with 
the greateſt Care and Accuracy collected all the 
Various Readings of Scripture, aſſure us that the 
Word God is in every MS, in every Verſion, and 
every Citation. In the Syriack Verſion it moſt 
certainly is, at leaſt in all our Editions of it. It 
is indeed wanting in Eraſmus's Editions of Cy- 
prian and Hilary, and I ſuppoſe, in the MSS of 
thoſe Fathers, which he copied from. * But 
then, as we are aſſur d by Dr. Mill, Bp. Fell, 
and Pamelius, that it is to be found in all the 
beſt MSS of Cyprian, ſo alſo the Text is pro- 
duc'd by Cyprian to prove our Lord's Divini- 
ty, the Title of the Chapter is — Qzod Deus 
Chriſtus ; and it conſiſts of a Collection of Texts 


a Cypr. adv. Jud. Lib. 2, C. 6. 
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18 A Vindication of the 


of Scripture, in which Chriſt is expreſly call'd 
God. The like may be ſaid with Regard to 
the Citation in St. Hilary. The Word God is in 
all the beſt MSS; the Text is here quoted to 
prove our Lord's Divinity ; * and the ſame Text 
is in his Book de Trinitate twice quoted for the 
fame Purpoſe, and there the Word God is found 
in all the MSS, and in Eraſmus's own Edition, 
It may be faid for Eraſmus, that he liv'd in the 
Infancy of Learning, when MSS had not been 
ſo carefully examin'd and compar'd as they have 
been ſince ; and Grotius's Annotations on the E- 
piſtles are a poſthumous Work, and had not re- 
ceiv'd his laſt Hand : but for Dr. Clarke, who 
might ſo eaſily have known better, and who had 
undertaken to conſider diſtinctly every Text re- 
lating to this Doctrine, it is not ſo eaſy to find 
an Excuſe. 

But it is ſaid that the Greek Words are of an- 
biguous Conſtruftion ; and may fignifie either — Of 
whom Chriſt came: God, wwho is over all, be bleſs- 
ed for ever — or — Of whom Chriſt came who is 
over all : God be bleſſed for ever. — But, Firſt, 
all the ancient Verſions agree in applying theſe 
laſt Words to Chriſt : Secondly, * All the Fathers 


a Hilar. Comm. in Pſal. 122. P. 989. Ed. Par. b Lib. iv. 
P. 39. & Lib. viii. P. 136. c Clarke Script. Do. P. 75. 


d lreneus Lib. iii. C. 18. Tertull. contr. Prax. Sect. xiii & xv. 
N vat. 
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before, as well as after the Council of Nice, in 
their Quotations, apply theſe Words to Chriſt, 
and make Uſe of them to prove his Divinity : 
Laſtly, The Words will not eaſily admit of ei- 
ther of theſe Conſtructions. The Expreſſion 6 av 
is relative, and moſt naturally refers us to the 
immediate Antecedent Xpi5%s : and the Words 70 
ard ozpxe require ſuch a Conſtruction. Theſe 
Words are a reſtrictive Clauſe, and require ſome- 
thing in the Antitheſis to anſwer them. They 
imply that, as Chriſt was of Iſrael as to his Hu- 
man Nature, ſo he had ſome other Nature, which 
was not of rael: and therefore it is highly rea- 
ſonable to underſtand the Words following as 
declaring what that Nature is. As the Apoſtle 
tells the Jews, that Chriſt, as Man, was deſcend- 
ed from them, ſo at the ſame Time he thought 
it neceſſary to put them in Mind, that he was 
not only Man, but God over all bleſſed for ever. 
If we thus apply the Words to Chriſt, the Senſe 


Novat. de Trin. Sect. xiii & xxx. Cyprian. Lib. ii. adv. Jud. C. 
6. Origen Comm. in loc. Patres Synod. Antioch. in Epiſt. ad 
Paul. Samoſat. Hippolyt. contr. Noet. C. vi. p. 10. Ed. Fabric. 

a There is a Paſſage, Rom. i. 3, which ſeems to anſwer this 
— which was made of the Seed of David according to the Fleſh, 
and declar d to be the Son of God with Power, according to the Spi- 
rit of Holineſs, 1. e. according to his Divine Nature. See Ham- 
mond, Locke, Not. Grotius on Mar. ii. 8. See alſo 1 Tim. iii. 16. 
1 Pet. iii. 18. 
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is eaſy, and the Conſtruction natural. But in 
the firſt of the above-mention'd Renderings, the 
Participle & is redundant; and in the ſecond 
there is an Article before ©: wanting :. in both, 
the Conſtruction is very forc'd. The Expreſſion 
— T0 rd cr, according to the Fleſh — has 
nothing to anſwer it. Words are applied to God 
the Father, who has never been mention'd before 
in this whole Chapter: and a Doxology to him 
is brought in very abruptly, without any viſible 
Neceſſity or Reaſon. For, I would aſk, what 
could occaſion the Apoſtle to break out into this 
ſudden Exclamation ? what is it he here bleſſes 
God for; not for the Goſpel of Chriſt; not for 
our Redemption, or Salvation by him ; but be- 
cauſe Chriſt deſcended of 1ſrael as concerning the 
Fleſh ? 

But what I would here lay particular Streſs 
on, is, that it is a great Injury to the Scriptures 
to charge them with ſuch an ambiguous and 
looſe Way of talking, eſpecially in a Point of 
ſuch Importance. If Chriſt were not really God, 
can we ſuppoſe that any inſpir'd Writer? can we 
indeed ſuppoſe that any Writer of common Senſe, 
would ſo place his Words, as to lead the un- 
wary Reader into an Opinion that the moſt in- 
communicable Titles and Attributes of God be- 


long'd to him? Would St. Paul, who was a 
Writer 
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Writer capable of expreſſing himſelf properly 
and intelligibly, ſpeak of God in ſo looſe a man- 
ner, as to leave it ambiguous, whether a Crea- 
ture was not the Supreme God, eſpecially when 
he might ſo eaſily, only by a ſlight Tranſpoſi- 
tion of Words, have prevented any ſuch Miſ- 
conſtruction ? Surely it becomes no Chriſtian, at 
leaſt no Proteſtant, to aſcribe ſuch Kind of Am- 
biguities, as theſe, to Holy Writ. As little Rea- 
ſon can there be to ſuppoſe that the Apoſtle 
ſhould ſpeak in ſuch high Terms of Chr:/?, if he 
were only a Creature; that he ſhould not only 
call him God, but God over all, the fame Title, 
which the Gentiles gave to the Supreme God, and 
which he himſelf uſes * elſewhere to expreſs the 
Supremacy of the Father himſelf; that he ſhould 
add alſo the Title of Bleſſed for evermore, * which 
is of itſelf us'd to ſignifie the Supreme God, and 
was the very Form us'd by the Fews, when they 
paid their Adorations to God. Can we, I ſay, 
ſuppoſe, that St. Paul ſhould write to the Cbriſ- 
tans at Rome, moſt of which were then con- 
verted Jews, or Proſelytes, and give ſuch Titles 
as theſe to Chriſt, if he had not intended that 
they ſhould believe him to be the ſame God with 


a Eph. iv. 6. b Mar. xiv. 61. Rom. i. 25. 2 Cor. xi. 31. 

e 1 Chron, xvi. 36. xxix. 10, Pſalm xli. 13. lxxii. 18, 19. 
Ixxxix. 52. 

him, 
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him, whom they always in that Manner, and 
under that Notion had ador'd. And accordingly 
we find that all Chriſtians from the Beginning 
have ſo underſtood him. This Text has not on- 
ly been referr'd to Chriſt, and urg'd as a Proof 
of his Divinity by later Writers, but by Ireneus, 
Cyprian, and others above-cited, who liv'd before 
the Council of Nice. So. that, if we will main- 
tain that this Text is no Proof of Chr:/t's Diui- 
nity, we muſt maintain that the Apoſtle has been 
ſo inexplicit and inaccurate, as to have led all his 
Readers from the Beginning through all Ages 
into a dangerous and hurtful Error. 


a Eraſmus was the firſt, as far as I can learn, who ſuggeſted 
any other Interpretation of it. He is pleas'd to ſay — Qui con- 
tendunt ex hoc loco evidenter evinci Chriſtum aperte dici Denn, 
aut videntur aliis Scripture Teſtimoniis parum fidere, aut nuhil 
ingenii tribuere Arianis, aut parum attentè contemplari ſermonem 
Apoſtoli. = But we have carefully conſider'd the Apoſtle's Di- 
courſe, and have ſeen the utmoſt which the Art or Wit of Arian 
can do, and can ſee no Neceſſity of giving up this Proof of Chriff's 
Divinity. It is no Reaſon for dropping it, but juſt the contrary, 
that we have other Proofs full as ſtrong. The ſame Eraſmus 
ſeems to have been of a different Opinion, when he wrote his 
Paraphraſe, where he thus excellently renders this Text — 4 
Chriflus fic eſt Homo, ut idem & Deus fit, non hujus aut illius gen- 
tis peculiaris, ſed univer/orum Deus, & idem cum Patre Deus, ui 
prefidet omnibus, cujuſque inſcrutabili confilio geruntur hæc omnia, 
cui ſoli ob tam inauditam erga genus humanum charitatem debetur 
laus & aftio gratiarum in omne avum. Amen. b See Milli 
Nov. Teſt. Hammend, Whitby, Annot. Pearſon on the Creed, 
P. 132. Bulli Defenſ. Fid. Nic. P. 72. Vaterland's Sermons, 
P. 221 &c. Let 
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Let us next ſee what is the Doctrine of the be 
loved Diſciple St. John. He begins his Goſpel 
with an Account of the Nature of the Perſon, 
whoſe Goſpel he had undertaken to write. — 
In the Beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God. — The 
Divinity of Chriſt is here taught in as plain, full, 
and expreſs Terms, as can well be imagin' d. 
The ſame Perſon, here call'd the Word ( a Term 
well known to the Jews of thoſe Times) © who 
was made Fleſh, and dwelt amongſt Men, to whom 
Fobn bare Witneſs, even Jeſus Chriſt, is here ſaid 
to have been in the Beginning, to have been with 
God, and to have been God. — The Word was 
God Wat the Word is here properly ſtil d God, 
is (as Dr. Whitby obſerves) evident from the Cun- 
text; for, when it is ſaid in the precedent Words, 
the Word was with God, the Socinians themſelves 
own that the Word God fignifies him, who truly 
and properly is ſo. The Apoſtle then muſt either 
underſtand the ſame God as to Eſſence, wwhen be 
faith, the Word was God, or leave all Chriſtians 
liable to a great and dangerous Miſtake, by reaſon 
of the Ambiguity of his Words. Moreover the Word 
God in this Chapter is us d eleven Times in its pro- 
per Senſe, nor can one Inſtance be produc'd from 


a Job. i. 1. b See Ey, P. 41 &c. Allix Judgment &c. 
P. 121 Kc. 258 Kc. ce Job. i. 14, 15. 
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the whole New Teſtament, where; in the fingular 
Number, it is usd in any other Senſe ; is it then 
reaſonable to conceive it is here usd in that impro- 
per Senſe, in which it never is again once usd 
throughout this Goſpel, or the whole New Teſta- 
ment, rather than in that Senſe, in which it is 
continually uſed in all other Places ? 

Again we read at the third Verſe — All things 
were made by him; and without him was not any 
thing made that was made. — * I have already 
from the Creation of the World by the Son prov'd 
his eternal Power and Godhead : what I would 
farther obſerve here is the Care, which the E- 
vangeliſt has taken to diſtinguiſh the Son from 
all Creatures. He does not ſay all other things 
were made by him, but all things abſolutely, and, 
to preclude all Evaſion he adds that nat any one 
thing was made without him : —therefore he him- 
ſelf was ot made, and therefore he is no Crea- 
ture. Beſides the Expreſſion is remarkable — » 
6 Ages. — All Creatures were MADE by him — 
mine d aur eher but he himſelf exiſted — 
in the Beginning MAS the Word — & gx w 6 
Abg. . 

a Pt. I. P. 12 Kc. b Ilgis 5 T Ot & TINETAL, as atm 
ch uy ese aumey, pg ) T9 dd ovvarcy TH Hargd Ai, © Al- 
995 HN c= my O65» — ant 38 u pgos xay aldveg Os apa 5 > 
A335, g © Aog95 i cee T Over. Origen. Comment. P. 45. Ed. 


Huet. See alſo 4thans/. Orat, iii. contr. Arian. P. 127, Ed. Col 
What 
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What ſtill farther confirms our Interpretation 
of this Text, is, that we are aſſur d by the Pri- 
mitive Writers, that there were in thoſe very 
Times, when this Goſpel was wrote, Hereticks, 
who denied the Divinity of our Saviour. And 
we are told both by * St. Jerom, and by Ire- 
næus, Who liv'd very near the Times of the A- 
poſtles, that St. John wrote his Goſpel to guard 
againſt the Errors of theſe Seducers. The fame 
Irenæus obſerves that St. John here deſign d to 
give us a Rule of Faith, and to condemn all er- 
roneous Opinions concerning the Perſon of our 


Bleſſed Saviour. | 

We find accordingly his Doctrine here moſt 
admirably calculated to confute, not only the falſe 
Notions, which were broach'd in thoſe Times, 
but all which have ever ſprung up ſince. Thoſe 


a Iren. Lib. i. Cap. 25, & 26. Tertull. Præſeript. adv. Hzret. 
Se. 48. Euſeb. Hiſt. Lib. iii. C. 27. b Is quum eſſet in 
Afia, & jam tunc Hzreticorum ſemina pullularent, Cerinthi, E- 
bionis & cæterorum, qui negant Chriſtum in carne veniſſe, coac- 
tus eſt ab omnibus pene tunc Aſiæ Epiſcopis, & multarum Eccle- 
ſiarum legationibus, de Divinitate Salvatoris altius ſcribere. Pro- 
log, ad Comment. in Matt. c Hanc Fidem annuncians Joar- 
nes Domini Diſcipulus, volens per Evangelii annunciationem au- 
ferre eum, qui a Cerintho inſeminatus erat hominibus errorem. 
 s WM a3 ©}: 8 d Omnia igitur talla circumſcribere 
volens Diſcipulus Domini, & Regulam Veritatis conſtituere in 
Eccleſia =» fic inchoavit in ea quæ eſt ſecundum Evangelium doc- 
trina — In principio erat Verlum &c. Ib. 
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26 A Vindication of the 


in particular, who would perſwade us that the 
Son is God, not by Nature, but by He, may 
here read their Condemnation. — Ii the Begin. 
ning was the Word — and the Word was God. — 
In the Beginning muſt at leaſt ſignifie before the 
Creation of the World : for by the Word all things 
were made ; and therefore he muſt exiſt before 
any thing was made. And even then we are 
here taught that he was God. He therefore was 
God before he was, or could be inveſted with 
any Office. Are we then told that we are 
underſtand the Title of God only as expreſſve of 
ſome God-like Power ; and that the Son 1was made 
a God to thoſe Beings, over whom that Power was 
given, Ibatz is, over thoſe Beings, which inhabit this 
Heaven, and this Earth? we anſwer that he was 
not made a God, but was God in the Beginning, 
before this Heaven and this Earth were form'd, 
and before any Beings were created. * Are we 
told that the Son becometh our God, becauſe all 
Judgment is committed unto him? we are here 
taught he was God, before any Judgment was, or 
could be committed unto him ; before Man, whom 
he was to judge, was created. Are we told that 
God is a relative Term, which has reference to Sub. 
jets? we here learn that the Word was God, 
when as yet there were no Subjects, which he 


« Eſſay, P. 8g. b P. not. e P. 100. 


could 


_ MM —« = 
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could have Dominion over ; and when no Being 
exiſted, but only the Father, and his Holy Spi- 
rit, which he could have any Relation to. If 
St. John had had this Eſay before him, when 
he wrote his Goſpel, he could ſcarce have con- 
demn'd it more effectually. | 
All Writers indeed, who have been unwil- 
ling to acknowledge the Sens Divinity, have 
found themſelves under great Difficulties in ex- 
plaining away this Text. They are oblig'd to 
dilute, and weaken the Force of it by ſome in- 
genious Paraphraſe. The celebrated Dr. Clarke 
thus paraphraſes it — There exiſted before all Ages 
that Divine Perſon, whoſe Name is call d, The 
Mord of God, the Only-begotten of the Father, the 
Brightneſs of his Glory, and by ineffable Communi- 
cation of Divine Power and Perfections, the ex- 
preſs Image of bis Perſon. — He ſeems willing to 
call the Sen any thing elſe rather than what the 
Evangeliſt expreſly calls him — God. — He drops 
this plain and fignificant Word, and ſubſtitutes 
other Phraſes in its Room, which would more 
eaſily bend to his Notions. He rather chooſes 
to call the Sen a Divine Perſon — a cant Phraſe 
of his own, unknown ta Scripture, or Antiquity, 
and which carries no determinate Idea with it. 
It may in ſome Senſe be applied to any Perſon, 
who bears any Similitude, or Relation to Gad, 
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28 A V indication of the 


to Angels, to Men, to the Evangeliſt himſelf, or 
to his Paraphraſt. And the like ambiguous Senſe 
may we complain of in the Terms — Divine 
Power and Perfections. He calls him alſo * the 
Brightneſs of his Father's Glory, and the expreſs 
Image of his Perſon, which are indeed ſcriptural 
Phraſes, but taken from our Tranſlation, which 
by no means comes up to the Force or Meaning 
of the Original. Is this to paraphraſe ? is it not 
rather — A,, Y Ayer E Oe — to mix and 
adulterate the Word of God with his own Inven- 
tions, at the ſame time to add to and diminiſh from 
it? The ſame Writer in his * Scripture-Dofrine 


of the Trinity tells us that the Reaſon why the Son 


in the New Teſtament is ſometimes ſti d God, is 
not ſo much upon Account of his © metaphyſical Sub- 


ſtance, how Divine ſoever, as of his relative A. 


tributes and divine Authority (communicated to him 


from the Father) over us. And yet in“ another 


Place he ſays that the Word was — Oe — Par- 
taker of divine Power and Glory with and from the 
Father, not only before he was made Fleſh, or be- 
came Man, but alſo before the World was. — He 


| js therefore here in this Place at leaſt call'd God, 


not on Account of any relative Attributes, or di- 
wine Authority communicated to him, but on Ac- 


a See this Text explain'd hereafter, P. 66. b P. 263. Ed. ad. 
e Another unmeaning Phraſe of his own, d P. 239, 240. 


count 
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count of the Divine Power and Glory, which he 
had before the World was, before any Creatures 
exiſted, which he could have any Relation to, or 
Authority over. He is therefore in the abſolute 
Senſe of the Word ſtrictly and properly God. 
The ſame Author * in another Place interpreting 
this fame Paſſage of Scripture, acknowledges that 
in the Beginning ſignifies before all Ages, before 
the Creation of the World : and yet, when he comes 
to explain what is meant by — the Word was God 
— he ſays he was that viſible Perſon, who under 
the Old Teſtament appear'd in the Form of God — 
who ated in the Capacity of a Divine Perſon, as 
the viſible Image of the invijible God Sc. — This 
is a new Evaſion, but agrees as ill with the Text, 
as the former. For if the Word was God before 
the World was, as the Scripture teaches, and this 
Author himſelf acknowledges, then he was God 
before ever he became viſible, or appeared in the 
Form of God, according to this low and fictitious 
Senſe of the Words ; and before any Tranſac- 
tions paſs d between God and the Creature. I have 
dwelt the longer on this Point, being willing to 
ſhew what Perplexity and Inconſiſtencies even 


the greateſt Genius's, and moſt acute Reaſoners, - 


muſt be driven to, when they attempt to recon- 
cile ſuch Texts as this with any Arian Scheme, 


a P. 72, 73. It 
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30 A Vindication of the 


It is certain that all Chriſtian Writers have 
quoted this Text, and argued from it, as a clear 
Proof of the Eternity, and Divinity of the Son. 
* I have given here ſome of the chief Teſtimo- 
nies in the Margin. And even Heathen Writers 
have underſtood this Paſſage in the ſame Senſe, 


a Eid &y 0 Azc935 css Toy Ota, Othg wv, m „ gieren ty ug Wa 
Aiyeiy Or; ; Avo 2 o £2 O55, a i ttt, ation 3 due. Hip- 
Pol. contr. Noet. C. xiv. P. 15. — Qui fi ipſe Deus eſt, ſecundum 
Johannem, Deus erat Sermo, habes duos, alium dicentem ut fiat, 
alium facientem. Alium autem quomodo accipere debeas, jam 
profeſſus ſum, Per ſonæ, non Sulſtantiæ, nomine, ad diſtinctionem 
non ad diviſionem. Cæterum ubique teneo unam Subſtantiam in 
tribus cohærentibus. Tertill. adv. Prax. C. xii. P. 849. — Ver- 
zum autem hoc erat in Principio apud Deum, & Deus erat Ver- 
bum. Quis igitur dubitet, cum in extremà parte dicitur, Verbun 
caro factum eſt, & habitavit in nobis, Chriſtum cujus eſt nativitas, 
& quia caro factus eſt, eſſe Hominem, & quia Verbum Dei, Deun 
incunctanter edicere eſſe, Novat. de Trin. C. xii. P. 1038. — 
To J, Ses iy ov O οννν,˖ ah; T Othy, mw dννẽ)̃ Y Aly © d mr 
es * Haręl, c I Keopgy &g fhonmv v, toms TH GU), 
Method. apud Phot. Cod. 235. P. 939. v. Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. 
P. 147, 148, — E + Tits J Ot A3995 rd Tango; oy id @ oy- 
eig. ts urs of, na; d ad mn e vos arms ved Iasgbs, 
rig, om; 5 78 Tis ov Haręl, Hargbs ov Tig, inn & lu- 
4 HL e and again — &x; ws ever, ih is b Ot, 
vs eidhes dn, Ev awres Cy lc v Aogay ue nonings av. Atht- 
nag. Legat. P. 10. Ed. Par. — Theophilus calls the Son — Toy Ab 
* T ie Alamos; cd c ed Oi yo v Tn 5 rc 


Ty 44 Ve 8M £QWTE v, PPY Þeovnay n — and ſoon after adds 


— lαννν Ai, e Nx » © Avy@>, % 0 Aogs5 iv ess T Or — 
deixrds in Cy eg TH 9105 3» © Oed, e era A= Theoph. 
ad Autol. Lib. ii. P. 100. v. Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. P. 189 &c. — 


Ey 78 euPw o Ott, on du, — Ey apxi 0 A9995 yy cy TH O18, 12 
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The Emperor Julian ſeverely cenſures St. Job 
as being the firſt, who adventur'd to call out 
Saviour God. And in another Place he quotes 
this very Text, and pretends that it contradicts 
thoſe Paſſages of the Old Teſtament, which aſſert 
the Unity of the Godhead. Amelius alſo, who was 
co-temporary with Origen, and liv'd before the 
Council of Nice, quotes this Text in Proof of the 
Son's Divinity. And this is the Word (ſays he) 
by whom, being eternal, were made the Things that 
were made, as 1s Heraclitus's Opinion, and whom 


Ods my 0 Ao995. Clem. Alex. Pædagog. Lib. i. C. 8. P. 113. Ed. 
Par. — Kay Otds yy o Aoy©», argnu%us, n 0 ch O Sores O555 
ten. Tren. Lib. i. C. I. P. 39. Ed. Grabe. — Again — Nee quic- 
quam ex his quæ conſtituta ſunt, & in ſubjectione ſunt compara- 
bitur Verbo Dei, per quem facta ſunt omnia, qui eſt Dominus noſe» 
ter Jeſus Chriſtus, Quoniam enim five Angeli, five Archangeli, 
five Throni, five Dominationes, ab eo gui ſuper omnes eff Deus, 
& conftituta ſunt, & facta per Verbum ejus, Joannes quidem fic 
ſigniſicavit. Cum enim dixiſſet de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in 
Patre, adjecit — Omnia per eum facta ſunt, & ſine eo factum eſt 
nibil. — Ita ut is quidem gui omnia fecerit cum Yerbo ſuo juſtè 
dicatur Deus & Dominus ſolus; quæ autem facta ſunt non jam e- 
juſdem Vocabuli participabilia eſſe, neque juſtè id Vocabulum ſa- 
mere debere, quod eſt Creatoris. Lib. iii. C. 8. P. 212. v. Bull. 
Def. Fid. Nic. P. 74. = And in another Place — Non enim in- 
fettus es, O Homo, neque ſemper co-exiſicbas Deo, ſicut pro- 
prium ejus Verbum. L. ii. C. 43. P. 169. See alſo L. ii. C. 18. 
P. 138. C. 55. P. 185. L. iv. C. 37. P. 331. Jenatins alſo ſays 
of the Soy — is tay aurs Al cidtes. Ep. ad Magn. C. 8. 

a Julian. apud Cyrill. L. x. P. 327. b B. L. viii. P. 262. 
e See the Original quoted, Pt. I. P. 24. 
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32 A Vindication of the. 
verily the Barbarian ſays was with God plac'd in 
Order and Dignity of a Principle Avis] and 
was God, by whom all things abſolutely were made, 
If therefore we will be concluded by the Force 
of plain Words, the Manner of Expreſſion, the 
Context, the Occaſion of writing, the concur- 
rent Teſtimony of Cbriſtians and Heathens, or 
the Diſtreſs all thoſe have been driven to, who 
have labour'd to force theſe Words to any other 
Senſe, we muſt acknowledge that St. Jahn here 
deſign'd to teach us that the Sen was truly and 
properly God, co-eternal with the Father, * 

If any thing farther is wanting to confirm this 


Truth, let us enquire what this ſame Apoſtle 


teaches us in other Parts of his Writings. * The 
Beginning of his Epiſtle runs parallel to that of 
his Goſpel. The Word of Life he there ſpeaks 
of is certainly the ſame Mord he treats of in his 
Goſpel : for he tells us not only that he heard, 
but that he ſaw and handled of this Word of Life. 
And, as in his Goſpel, he ſays that in him was 
Life, and the Life was the Light of Men, ſo here 
he calls the ſame Perſon the Word of Life, the 
Life, the eternal Life. As in his Goſpel he 


a See Grotius, Whitby, Annot. Bull. Jud. Eccl. Cathol. Op. 


P. 294. Vaterland's Sermon I. Defence, P. 66 &c. 2d Def. 
P. 178 &c. Tillosſon's Sermons, Vol. I. Fol. Pag. 409 &c. 


b 1 Job. i. 1 &c. 
teaches 


"a PP 7 Wy Way ' 
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teaches us that the Word was with God, and that 
the fame Word was made Fleſh, ſo here he ſays 
that the eternal Life was with the Father, and 
was manifeſted unto us, which ſame Expreſſion 
is us'd in other Parts of this Epiſtle to ſignifie 
Chriſt's coming in the Fleſh. If this Interpreta- 
tion is juſt, we have here a farther Proof of the 
Eternity of the Son. As St John in his Goſpel 
teaches us that the Word was in the Beginning, 
and was with God, ſo here he more fully explains 
himſelf by calling the Word that eternal Life, 
which was with the Father. ® 

There are many other Places in this Epiſtle 
plainly levell'd againſt the Errors of the Cerin- 
thians and Ebionites, who in thoſe Days denied 
the Divinity of our Saviour, as Bp. Bull and 
others have fully ſhewn. I ſhall mention only 
one other Place at the Cloſe of this Epiſtle — 
* Oidapuey 5 dle 6 Ties & O18 net, © didune iu Alg- 

a Chap. iii. 5. — Ye know that he was manifeſted to take away 
our Sins — Ib. v. 8. — For this Purpoſe the Son of Gd was ma- 
nifeſted — See alſo 1 Tim. iii. 16. — 1 Pet. i. 20. b See Bull. 
Jud. Ecc). Cathol. P. 295 &c. Stanhope on Epiſt. and Goſp. 
Vol. I. P. 245, 246. Tertull. adv. Prax. C. xv. Dionyſ. Alex. 
ap. Euſeb, Hiſt. Eccl. L. vii. C. 25, o In the Place above- 
cited. Tertullian alſo thus ſpeaks of St. Jahn — In Epiſtola eos 
maximè Antichriſtos vocat, qui Chriſtum negarent in carne veniſſe, 
& qui non putarent Jeſum eſſe Filium Dei: illud Marcion, hoc 


Hebion vindicavit. Præfcript. adv. Hæret. C. 337 d 1 Job. 
v. 20. | 
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34 A Vindication of the 
woas ver pu eue, F d, , é Gy TH dh 
Ina, & To Tip avred Ine Xearw Bris wow 6 - 
vos Oc dg, 2 1 Gon cid, — And we know that the 


Son of God is come, and hath given us an Under- 


ſtanding, that we may know him that is true : and 


we are in him that is true, even in his Son Jeſus 
Chriſt. This is the true God, and eternal Life. — 
The Pronoun — Sn — this — moſt naturally re- 
fers to the immediate Antecedent— YFeſus Chriſt : 
and this Conſtruction is very much confirm'd by 
the Text above-cited. If Feſus Chriſt is in the 
Beginning of this Epiſtle call'd eternal Life, it is 
reaſonable to ſuppole that he is the ſame Perſon, 
who is here ſpoken of in the End of it, and 
call'd the true God and eternal Life, * But Dr. 
Clarke is pleas'd to tell us that ſome Moderns re- 
fer this to Chriſt, who is immediately before min- 
tion'd : but others, with all the Ancients, and more 
agreeably to St. Jobn's Style, underſtand it of God 
the Father, who is alſo mention d a little before, — 
He refers us to all the Ancients, but produces 
not one, nor can one be produc'd. Nay, A.- 
thanaſius aſſures us that this very Text was urg d 
againſt the Arians in the Council of Nice, and 


a Script. Do&. P. 51. b Epiſt. ad Epiſcop. in Africa, P. 
936. Ed. Col. See alſo Theed. Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. i. C. 8. — 
e Ei 5 @ e d Au Y Ti & h ids, hoogipes 38 d 
reg, AA Ye #93, 

that 
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that they could not deny that theſe Words were 
ſpoken of the Son: they own'd this Title of the 
True God to belong to Chriſt, but explain'd it a- 
way, ſaying, that Chriſt was truly made God, 
and therefore a True God. And he ſays, that 
when the Nicene Fathers found them thus ex- 
plaining away this, and every other ſcriptural 
Expreſſion they could produce, this oblig d them 
to guard againſt their Errors by the Word con- 
ſubſtantial. As to St. John's Style, he expreſly 
calls the Son God in his Goſpel, and Lyfe eternal 
in this very Epiſtle : and therefore ſurely he may 
without changing his Sh be ſuppos'd to call 
him here the true God and eternal Life. Beſides, 
this Title of e Life is commonly in St. John's 
Writings appropriated to the San: nor is it ever, 
as I know of, applied to the Father. And in 
this very Chapter juſt before he tells us, that 
God hath given to us eternal Life, and this Life is 
in his Son, and that he that hath the Son hath Life. 
Laſtly, if we refer this Clauſe to the Father, it 
is a mere Tautology, and makes the Apoſtle fay 
that the true God is the true God, nor can any 
Senſe be put upon the Words in this Conſtruc- 
tion, but what is very forc'd and unnatural. The 
above-cited Writer thus interprets it — Thes is 


a Job. i. 4, 55808 — xi. 28.— xiv. 6. — 1 Jab. i. 1, 2. 
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the true God, whom the Son of God has given us 
an Underſtanding to know, and in whom we are 
bis Means : that is to ſay, this is the true Religion, 
and the Way to eternal Life (viz. the Worſhip of 
the True God by and through his Son Jeſus Chriſt, 
— Here are two plain Words — e O 
the true God — envelopp'd and loſt in a Cloud. 
Juſt before all the Antients were introduc'd as 
underſtanding this — En — of the Father, and 
now this viz. the Father is — what? — the true 
Religion viz. his own Worſhip. The mildeſt Cen- 
ſure we can paſs upon ſuch Interpretations, is, 
that they take Myſtery out of the Doctrine of 
Scripture, where it is venerable, and worthy the 
Majeſty of God, and place it in the Phraſe of 
Scripture, where it is opprobrious and repugnant 
to God's Sincerity.* 

Theſe Texts, both ſeparately, and ſtill more 
in Conjunction, explaining, and ſupporting each 
other, yield a full Proof of the Son's eternal Pow- 
er and Godhead. But if any one ſhould ſtill think 
the Matter doubtful, and that theſe Texts may 
poſſibly bear another Senſe, I muſt, as before, 
defire him to conſider what an Injury it is to the 
facred Writers to charge them with ſuch a looſe 
and ambiguous Way of expreſſing themſelves. 


a See Whithy, Annot. Waterland's Sermons, P. 206 &c. Pear- 


If 


{or on the Creed, P. 131, 132. 
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If Chriſt was not really God, how came St. Jabn 
to affect to ſpeak of him in ſuch high and myſ- 
terious Language : and this eſpecially in the Be- 
ginning of his Goſpel, where one might have 
expected he would have been explicit, and told 
us in plain Terms, who the Perſon was, whom 


God ſent into the World to declare his Will to 


Mankind, and whoſe Actions on Earth he was 
now about to relate. How eaſy would it have 
been for him to prevent all Miſconſtruction? 
Had he faid — buero — he was made — inſtead 
of — he was — he had ſpoken intelligibly. 
Inſtead of this our Evangeliſt has, according to 
their Hypotheſis, begun his Goſpel, and both 
begun and ended his Epiſtle (and this without 
any viſible Reaſon) in ſuch a Manner, as ſhould 
ſeem calculated to puzzle and miſlead Mankind, 
and has actually deceiv'd both Chriſtians, and 
Heathens, and even the Arians themſelves; 

Let us in the next Place enquire what our Sa- 
viour lays of himſelf, * Here indeed we muſt 
confeſs that our Lord has not ſo plainly and po- 
ſitively deliver'd this Doctrine of his Divinity, 
as afterwards his Apoſtles did. His Enemies 
ſought all Opportunities to lay hold of his Words, 
while the People, and his own Diſciples, were 
ready on the leaſt Encouragement to proclaim 


a See Burnet De Fide & Offic. Chriſtian. P. 119 &c. 
him 
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him their King. On both theſe Accounts he 
found himſelf oblig'd to ſpeak, and act, with 
great Caution and Reſerve. We ſcarce ever find 
him in expreſs and poſitive Terms declaring him- 
{elf the Chriſt, though the whole Tenor of his 
Life and Doctrine gave ſtrong Intimations of this 
Truth. In like Manner, and for the ſame Rea- 
ſons, we ſhall find his Divinity rather ſtrongly 
intimated, than expreſly taught. One Means he 
us'd of conveying this Doctrine was by calling 
Gad in a peculiar Manner his Father on all Oc- 
caſions. — * My Father worketh hitherto, and I 
work — ſaid he to the Jews, who accus'd him 
of breaking the Sabbath, by healing an impotent 
Man on that Day. Dr. Clagett thus paraphraſes 
theſe Words — Teſus took this Opportunity to let 
them underſtand who be was, and plainly aſſerted 
that high Authority which he had to do what he 
did, as being the Son of God, and having done no- 
thing, for which they might not as well accuſe the 
Father, whoſe Providence, from the Beginning of 
the Creation to this Time, had been continually ac- 
tive in giving and preſerving Life, and in doing 
Good, even upon the Sabbath- Day. — * It has been 
already obſerv d that the Title of San denotes an 
Equality of Nature, and we here find that the 
Jeus underſtood it in the ſame Senſe. They ſought 


a Job. v. 17 &. b See above P. 10. 


to 
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to kill bim, becauſe he not only had broken the Sab. 
bath, but ſaid alſo that God was bis Father — bis 
own proper Father — azriga id iNeys 7 Otoy 
making himſelf equal with God. — That the Jews 
underſtood him to aſſume an Equality, not of 
Power or Authority only, but of Nature, is evi- 
dent, becauſe their Charge is founded on his call- 
ing God — ih Harig — his own proper Father, 
* But what does our Lord reply to this? Does 
he tell the Jews that they miſunderſtood him? 
Does he explain what he meant by calling God 
his Father ? Does he deny that this imported an 
Equality with the Father? Does the Evangeliſt 
give us any Intimation that the Jews made a 
wrong Inference from his Words ? Something 
of this Kind ſurely might have been expected 
had our Lord been only a Creature. Inſtead of 
this he continues to make Uſe of the fame offen- 
five Term; and that in fach a Manner, as to 
intimate ſtill more ſtrongly the cloſeſt Conjunc- 
tion between him and his Father — Yerily, veri- 
ly T ſay unto you, The Son can do nothing of him- 
elf, but what he ſeeth the Father do: for what 
a Dr. Clarke is ſo juſt as to allow, that 'tis very reaſonable to 
conceive that Jeſus in this Place, by calling God his Father in fo 
abſolute and particular a Manner, might intend to hint to his 
Diſciples, what they could not then, but were afterwards to un- 


derſtand that he was Ales Os, that Word, which was ig the 
Beginning with God and was God, Script, Do. P. 86. 


things 
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things ſoever he doth, theſe alſo doth the Son like- 
wiſe. For the Father loveth the Son, and ſheweth 
him all things that himſelf doth. — * But I ſup- 
poſe I ſhall be told that theſe Words imply a 
Superiority in the Father. Our Saviour declares 
he could do nothing of himſelf, and thereby acknow- 
ledges that his whole Conduct was in Submiſſion to 
the Will and Commands of God the Father. Very 
true. Our Lord with regard to his mediatorial 
Office acted as the Father's Delegate and Em- 
baſſador, and did nothing but by his Commiſ- 
fion. And this was very proper to inſiſt on in 
Anſwer to the Jews, who accus'd him of Blaſ- 
phemy, that he had done and faid nothing but 
by Authority and Commiſſion from the Father. 
Accordingly, in the Sequel of his Diſcourſe, he 
proves that he had ſuch Commiſſion, both by 
the Teſtimony of John, and that of his own 
Miracles. And this ſurely would have been ſuf- 
ficient, had he been only a created Angel ſent 
on an Embaſly to Mankind. To what Purpoſe 
then does he add — What things ſoever be doth, 
theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe — the Father ſhew- 
eth him all things that himſelf doth — the Son quick- 
neth whom he will — that all Men ſhould honour 


a See Eſay, P. y, 98. b Tacitè oſtendit Chriſtus quam 
intimus fit Patri: nam Deus honorem ſuum extraneo non conce · 
dit, Grot, Annot. 

the 
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the Son, even as they honour the Father? — Could 
a Creature with any Propriety, or Decency aſ- 
ſame to himſelf ſo much? Is it indeed poſſi- 
ble that any Creature ſhould be enabled to do 
whatever the Supreme God doth, and that too — 
queis — in the ike Manner? or that the Supreme 
God ſhould /e to a Creature all things that him- 
ſelf doth? Can Omnipotence, or Omniſcience, be 
communicated ? or, if they can, why may not 
alſo the Divine Eſſence be communicated ? A- 
gain, would it not have been the higheſt Pre- 
ſumption in any created Being to require all Men 
to honour him, even as they honour the Supreme 
God? I know it has been ſaid that — *. N 
even as — often ſignifies a general Similitude on- 
ly, not an abſolute Equality. But the Queſtion 
here is not, what the Words if taken by them- 
ſelves, might poſſibly ſignifie, but what they 
muſt ſignifie, as here introduc d. Our Lord was 
accus'd of making himſelf equal with God. If the 
Charge were falſe he would doubtleſs have po- 
ſitively and earneſtly denied it. Inſtead of this, 
theſe Interpreters repreſent him as continuing to 
diſcourſe in equivocal Terms, ſuch as might give 
his Hearers Room to imagine that he was really 


a Si Homo tantummodo Chriſtus, quomodo que Pater facit, 
& Filius facit ſimiliter, cum Homo cæleſtibus Operibus Dei fi- 
milia Opera facere non poſſit? Novat. de Trin. C. xiv. 
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equal with God, only leaving himſelf a Subter- 
fuge and Evaſion, whereby he might bring him- 
ſelf off: requiring a Men to honour him, even as 
they honour the Father — but meaning no more, 
than what Kings, and Magiſtrates and all, to 
whom Honour is due, might claim. It ſurely 
would be difficult to reconcile ſuch a Procedure 
either with his Duty to God, or Sincerity to Men, 
It would hardly have been conſiſtent (ſays * an ex- 
cellent Writer) with his Sincerity and Probity, his 
Integrity and Honeſty, as a Man, if be had not” 
been God too, to let the Jeus underſtand his Words 
in ſuch a wrong Senſe, and lay ſuch a high Charge 
of Blaſphemy againſt him upon it, and not to ſay 
any thing to ſhew they were miſtaken, and to cor- 
rect their Error, and to vindicate and defend hin- 
ſelf: for otherwiſe it will look as if he had been 
willing to let their Miſtake paſs, though he knew it 
to be ſo, and to aſſume to himſelf the Vanity of be- 


a Payne's Sermons on Chrif*s Divinity, P. 75. Dr. Burnet 
ſays — Utique parum modeſtè (fit verbo venia) de ſeipſo locutus 
eſt Chriſtus aut alios ita loquentes audivit, fi nihil interea præter 
merum Hominem ſe eſſe noverit. De Fid. & Offic, Chriſt. P. 20. 
So ſays alſo St. Chry/eſtom. — Ei wy Toro ie, und u 
org EY8xty EgnT| Tre dend, Hes ta- 762 U\/nac EIT ; 0 4 
7 dp pigzaAr th b Hi D ont purgey m 611 3 TUTE- 
*, eb t d i, oingroulcy mes tyeuey TEro mr ö J: 
tbr A dPdAwr ae) iowr?, ay Alg n dnn, Aeg Wvaxey mh Ut 
Carrorne adred r Pro BH are ; dre 8 Gin in olf mV; 
2 zg det in. Homil. Vol. ü. P. 713. Ed. Savil. | , 

il 
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ing thought to be God, and by his Words to make 
himſelf Juch, though be had never ſaid it, or thought 
it, but knew the contrary, which is an intolerable 
Reflection upon the meek aud humble Jeſus; and not 
only upon the Truth of his Divinity, but even his 
Honeſty, as a Man. On the contrary, if we ſup- 
poſe our Sawour to be really Gad, this his Diſ- 
courſe 1s very proper and pertinent. He vindi- 
cates what he had done by ſaying that he had 
not done, nor pretended to do any thing but by 
Commiſſion from, and after the Example of, 
God his Father. And he gives full Proof that he 
had ſuch Commiſſion. At the ſame Time he 
departs not from his Claim, but all along gives 
ſtrong Intimations, that he was really, what they 
accus'd him of making himſelf, equal with God. 
Such a Diſcourſe well became him, if God : but 
could not poſſibly have come from him, if he 
had been any thing leſs than Gad. 

We find our Lord behaving himſelf in the 
ſame Manner, and ſpeaking to the like Purpoſe 
on another Occaſion, — * My Sheep ( faith he to 
the Jews) bear my Voice, and I know them, and 
they follow me. And 1 give unto them eternal Life, 
and they ſhall never periſh, neither ſhall any pluck 


/ 


a See Whitby, Grotius, Annot. Lightfoot Harmon. Chry/of. 
Hom. Clagett's Paraphr. Vaterland's Def. of Q. 19. Maldonat. 


Annot, b Job. x. 27 &c. 
F 2 them 
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them out of my Hand. My Father, which gave 
them me, is greater than all: and none is able to 
pluck them out of my Father's Hand. I and my Fa- 
ther are one. — Strange Language this ſurely for 
a Creature. — * But we are told that 7his Unity 
may confiſt in an Unity of Intereſt, or Glory, or 
Happineſs, or (as ſome ſay) of Will. But what- 
ever Senſe the Word may bear in other Places, 
it is plain from the Context that here an Unity of 
Power muſt be underſtood. For the Reaſon our 
Lord gives why none ſhall be able to pluck them 
cut of his Hand, is, becauſe his Father is greater 
than all, and he and his Father are one. © And ſo 
ſays alſo Dr. Clarke — The Meaning ts ; Since none 
can pluck them out of the Father's Hands, and the 
Father has communicated his Power to the Son, 
therefore none can pluck them out of the Son's Hands. 
But this Conſequence would not hold, unleſs the 
Father had communicated all his Power to the Son: 
the Son therefore is omni potent, and therefore God. 
And thus alſo the Jews themſelves underſtood 

a Defence of Eſſay, P. 28. b Ex 30 x& Hæmę iy inp 
u du e οον . Key aug ge runs ty 6 Ane Amn 
a. & J n dee 1 awry, winner on gi Se. Chryſoſt, Hom. 
— Cum nulljus Hominis hæc vox eſſe poſſit, Ego & Pater unum 
ſumus, hanc vocem de conſcientii Divinitatis Chriſtus ſolus edi- 
cit. Novat, de Trin. C. 13. c Script. Doct. P. 8g. d Ob- 
S, 8 wrepov, » 1 N duudutes longν¹ẽ’qéͤ Neu vf C Idle cvy- 
edvres Mus ard i , AN zd bre x93 68 Th Nav , t 
v ,. Cbryſeſt. Hom. ah 
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the Words. They took up Stones to ſtone bim; 
and they ſaid that they ſton d him for Blaſple- 

my, and becauſe that he, being a Man, made him 

ſelf God. | 
But poſſibly our Saviour's Anſwer may be 
thought to imply that he was God only in an in- 
ferior Senſe — Jeſus anſwer'd them, Is it not writ- 
ten in your Law, I ſaid, Ye are Gods. — Had in- 
deed Jeſus ſtopt here, or had he gone on to plead 
that he was God only in the ſame, or a like Senſe 
to that, in which Judges and Magiſtrates are 
ſtyl'd Gods, there would then have been ſome 
Reaſon to believe that he' was only a figurative, 
or ſecondary God. And this doubtleſs, if he had 
not been really God, he would have pleaded ; he 
would have told the Jews that they miſunder- 
ſtood him, that he did not make himſelf God, nor 
pretend to be equal with God, This would, on 
this Suppoſition, have been neceſſary for him to 
do, and that in expreſs Terms, to avoid giving 
Offence to the Jews, and to clear himſelf from 
the Charge of Blaſphemy. But inſtead of this he 
proceeds ſtill farther to offend them. He tells 
them that he is the Son of God in a higher Man- 
ner. — F he called them Gods &c. ſay ye of bim 
whom the Father hath ſanctiſied, and ſent into the 
Warld. Thou blaſphemeſt ; becauſe T ſaid, I am the 
Son 
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Son of God. — If we attentively conſider this 


Anſwer of our Lord's, we may perceive in it 


great Skill and Addreſs. It is defign'd to evade 
the Malice of the Jews, and ward off their Accu- 
ſation: and is yet ſo worded, as to intimate both 


his Mefrahſhip, and his Superiority over all who 


are calld Gods, He tells them that Judges and 
Magiſtrates are in Scripture cald Gods: and 
therefore no Charge of Blaſphemy could he againſt 
him, becauſe he ſaid he was the Son of God. But 
then at the ſame Time he gives them to under- 
ſtand that he had ſtill a higher Right to this Ti- 
tle, he whom the Father had ſanctiſied, and ſent in- 
to the World. He here continues to affirm that 
God was his Father in a peculiar Manner, and 


that he was ſo, before he came into the World 


— him whom the Father hath ſanctiſied, and ſent 


a Si Homo tantummodo Chriftus, quid eſt quod ait, Ego & 
Pater unum ſumus ? Quomodo enim Ego & Pater unum ſumus, 
fi non & Deus eſt & Filius = Quod cum invidioſum Judzi putaſ- 
ſent, & blaſphemum credidiſſent, ac propterea ad lapides concur- 
riſſent — exemplo & teſtimonio Scripturarum adverſarios ſuos for- 
titer refutavit — , illas inquit, dixit Deos &c. quibus vocibus 
neque ſe negavit Deum, quinimo Deum ſe eſſe firmavit. Nam 
quia fine dubitatione Dei eſſe dicuntur, ad guos verba fata ſunt, 
multo magis hic Deus, qui melior illis omnibus invenitur. Et 
nihilominus calumnioſam blaſphemiam diſpoſitione legitima con- 
gruenter refutavit. — Ita quod ad crimen 4/aſphemie pertinet, Fi- 
lium ſe non Patrem dicit, quod autem ad Divinitatem ſpectat ip- 
ſius, ego & Pater unum ſumus dicendo Filium ſe eſſe, & Deum, 


probavit. Deus eſt ergo, Novat. de Trin. C. 23. 1 
and 
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into the World. He adds another Reaſon, not to 
excuſe, but to juſtifie what he had ſaid. — If I 
do not the Works of my Father, believe me not. — 
He again calls God his Father, and appeals to his 
Works, as a Proof that he and his Father were one. 
He had done the Works of his Father : he had not 
only done among them the Works, which none other 
Man ever did, but had done them by his own 
Authority, and in his own Name. And from 
hence therefore, he tells them, that they might 
know and believe that the Father was in him, and 
he in him. We ſee here he neither retracts, nor 
excuſes what he had ſaid before, nor does he ſay 
that the Tews falſely charg'd him with making 
himſelf God. Inſtead of this he enforces what he 
had ſaid in Terms equivalent — the Father is in 
me, and I in him. His Anſwer therefore, taken 
all together, inſtead of a Denial, carries with it a 
ſtrong Confirmation of his Divinity. But it may 
be ſaid that theſe Expreſſions may ſignifie no 
more than God's Preſence and Aſſiſtance always 
attending him, as in other Scriptures Men are 
ſaid to dwell in God, and God in them. It is true 
that theſe Phraſes, as moſt others, may, as dif- 
ferently applied, have different Significations. 
We ought therefore here, as in the former In- 
ſtance, to conſider the Deſign and Occaſion, on 
which they were ſpoken, They were ſpoken by 
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48 A Vindication of the 
one, who had already given Offence by calling 
God his Father, and ſaying that he and his Father 


were. one; they were ſpoken to the Jeus, who 
accus'd our Lord of Blaſphemy, and making him- 


ſelf God. In ſuch Circumſtances therefore, if he 


had not been God, he ſurely would not have us'd 
ſuch Phraſes, as might ſeem to import his Di- 
vinity, and as he know the Jews would under- 
ſtand in that Senſe. They were we ſee, highly 
offended, and ſought again to take him. They 
underſtood him to mean that he was equal with 
God: nor did our Lord, either now, or ( as far 
as we can find) on any other Occaſion, vindicate 
himſelf, or correct their Miſtake. * Theſe Jews 
therefore bear Teſtimony againſt all, who would 
put any other Interpretation on theſe Words: 
and the very Stones (as Maldonat ſpeaks) cry out 
againſt them. 

We have in another Place an Expreſſion till 
ſtronger and leſs liable to be miſunderſtood, 
or evaded. We find in ob. vii, a Dialogue 
recorded between our Saviour and the Jews. 


2 Quad etiam ipſi Judæi (qui hebetes licet & ſtupidi ſatis, So. 

riniſtas, qui mortalium perſpicaciſſimi videri volunt, craſliſimz 
as condemnant) probe intellexerunt. Hine enim tantum ab- 
fuit, ut Chriſtum à crimine Blaſpbemiæ abſolverint, ut contra ipſum 
propterea, tanquam Aaſphemum, rurſus de medio tollere aggreſſi 
ſint: Bull. Jud. Eccl. Cathol. P. 317. b See Maldonat, Whitby, 
Annot. Payne's Sermon on Job. x. 36. Bull. Op. P. 316, 317. 


They 
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They were much offended at his Diſcourſe, 
and thinking he had aflum'd to himſelf too 
much, aſk him — Art thou greater than our Fa- 
ther Abraham ? — whom makeſt thou thyſelf ? — 
Jeſus denies not the Conſequence drawn from 
his Words, but vindicates it. — Tour Father A- 
braham rejoyc'd to ſee my Day, and he ſaw it and 
was glad — He probably means that he was not 
only prior to Abraham, but really appear d to, 
and convers'd with him. * He was, © as we have 
ſeen, * and as this Eflay — Writer acknowledges, 
the Angel Jebovab, who appeared to him. At 
leaſt the Jews underſtood him to mean that he 
was actually then in Being. — They faid unto 
him — Thou art not yet fifty Years old, and haſt 
thou ſeen Abraham ? — Does our Lord then cor- 
rect their Miſtake ? does he tell them that he 
exiſted only in the divine Decree, as every one of 
them did? No. He aſſerts his Pre-exiſtence in 
{til higher Terms — Yerily, verily J ſay unto you ; 
Before Abraham was I AM. — It is introduc'd 
with great Solemnity as an important Truth — 
Verily, verily I ſay unto you — and the Expreſſion 
is remarkable — 7g 'ACpaay yivecR, tyw ei. 
a Job. viii, 53 &. b Non nifi Dei Filius, qui & Deus eſt, 
Abrahe viſus, & hoſpitio receptus — merito igitur Chri/tus & Do- 
minus & Deus eſt, qui non aliter Abrabe viſus eſt, niſi quia Ante 


ipſum Abraham ex Patre Deus, Deus Sermo generatus eſt. Novat, 
de Trin. C. 26. e Pt. I. P. 49 e. d P. 54 &e. 
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50 A V indication of the 


Here is plainly an Oppoſition between — eri 
— and — «i, — the ſame as we obſerved before 
in the firſt Chapter of this Goſpel. We there 
read that all things were made — eye — but the 
Word was — ½ 6 A485. And fo here Abraham 
Was made, was a Creature — agiv *ACpaaye yirict 
— but — I AM — FE «ys — faith our Lord. 
He uſes alſo the preſent Tenſe — I AM — not 
T wwas, — which the Jews could not but know 
was the very Expreſſion, which God himſelf us d 
to denote his neceſſary Exiſtence — IAM THAT 
I am. Dr. Clarke's Paraphraſe here is worthy 
our Obſervation — Before Abraham, and before 
all Generations I had a Being with him of whom 
Moſes told the Iſraelites, that his Name was I am. 
— But ſurely — I am, — and I was with him 
whoſe Name was I AM — are two very different 
Propoſitions. . Our Paraphraſt was certainly diſ- 
treſs'd : the Force of theſe Words ſtruck him; 
I heartily wiſh they could have prevail'd upon 
him to acknowledge not only that te Son was 
with God, but that he was God. The Jeus bet- 


a Au mn d wn eit, med 78 "Anggey , 7 1enm, a ies 
6144; warig o Img auved rar xiggireſ Th Age Th, eit, ovTw C 
ewes, F drnvinas » e1yoy n adm, TuvT% ,n Fein 
Als Tim xaj PacrPnuey ewrolg ei M Th . Chryſoft. Hom. 
b Exod. iii. 14. e But in his Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity 
P. 88 he tells us that to ſuppoſe that our Saviour here deſoribes 
himſelf to be abſolutely [ꝰ N or ¼ O] the ſelf-exifting wy or 

Perſon, 
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ter underſtood our Lord's Meaning : they knew 
that ſuch Phraſes imported Divinity; and ac- 
cordingly they took up Stones to caſt at him. 
Nor do we find that our Lord ever explain'd, or 
vindicated himſelf, or complain'd that they miſ- 
took his Meaning. Here again then we muſt 
aſk, if our Lord was only a created Being, how 
came he to uſe ſuch Language, as he muſt 
know the Jews would interpret to be making 
himſelf equal with God? How came he to de- 
light to border ſo near upon Blaſphemy ? How 
came he to give ſuch unneceſſary Offence to the 
Tews, to exaſperate them againſt himſelf and his 
Goſpel without Cauſe, and ſo often expoſe his 
Perſon to Danger without any conceivable Rea- 
ſon? If he was very God of very God, we need 
not wonder that he ſhould take all Occaſions of 
intimating this great Truth. But if he were on- 
ly a Creature, I with thoſe who think him fo 
would give ſome Account of this his Conduct, I 
ſhould be glad to ſee how they could, on their 
Principles, vindicate him from the Charge of 


Perſon, this is downright Sabellianiſm. He here confounds Self- 
exiſtence with neceſſary Exiſtence, which are two very diſtin 
things ; and this is the great Fallacy, which runs through his 
whole Book. We hold the Son to be truly God, eternal, and ne- 
ceſſarily exiſting, but not the ſame Perſon with the Father, We 
neither with Sabellius confound the Perſons, nor with Arius divide 
the Subſtance. 
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52 A Vindication of the 
Folly and Raſhneſs, not to ſay Arrogance and 


Preſumption. * 

Nay, we find him diſcourſing in the fame 
Style to his own Diſciples. — * He that hath ſeen 
me hath ſeen the Father — J am in the Father, and 
the Father in me — All things that the Father 
hath are mine. — And thus alſo he addreſſes his 
Father — * All mine are thine, and thine are mine. 
— * And after he was riſen, when he was pleas'd 


to ſatisfie St. Thomas's Scruples about the Truth 


of his Reſurrection, Thomas, being convinc'd, an- 


fwer'd and ſaid unto him, My Lord and my God. 


This his Confeſſion of Faith our Saviour accept- 
ed and approv'd of — Teſus ſaith unto him — 
Thomas, becauſe thou haſt ſeen me, thou haſt be- 
hev'd. — But, if he had not been really God, he 
would ſurely rather have corrected his Apoſtle, 
than accepted of his Confeſſion. If it could be 
ſuppos'd that the unbelieving Jews were not 
worthy of his Care, yet doubtleſs it muſt con- 
cern him to ſet his own Apoſtles right, and to 
inform them in what Senſe only he could be 
call'd God; eſpecially at this Time, * when he 
had lately given them their Commiſſion, and 
was ſending them out to feach all Nations. All 


a See Maldonat. Whitby, Annot. Chry/oft. Hom. Clagett. Pa- 
raphr. b Joh. xiv. 9. 10. e — xvii 15. d — xvil. 10. 
e Job. xx. 28, 29. f V. v. 21 &c. 

other 
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other Perſons commiſſion'd by God have ever 
refus'd to receive ſuch Honours, or Titles, as 
were due only to God. St. Peter, and St. Jobn, 
when they had heal'd the lame Man, anſwer'd to 
the People, Ye Men of Iſrael, why marvel ye at 
this, or why lock ye ſo earneſtly on us, as though by 
our own Power, or Holineſs, we. had made this 
Man to walk. St. Paul and Barnabas, when 
the People call'd them Gods, and would have 
done Sacrifice to them, rent their Clothes, and ran 
in among the People, crying out, and ſaying, Sirs, 
why do ye theſe things? We alſo are Men of hke 
Paſſions with you, and preach unto you, that ye 
ſhould turn from theſe Vanities unto the living God, 
which made Heaven, and Earth, and the Sea, and 
all things that are therein. © The Angel in the 
Revelations, when St. John fell at his Feet to wor- 
ſhip him, replied with Haſte and Earneſtneſs — 
See thou do it not: I am thy Fellow-Servant. Had 
our Lord been only a created Being, he doubt- 
leſs would have been as jealous of the Honour of 
God, as his Apoſtles and Angels were. The meek 
and humble Jeſus, if he had not been really God, 
would never have taken to himſelf the Title of 
God, nor ſuffer'd his Diſciples to wor/h1p him. 


a As iii. 1 &c. b Ad, xiv. I1 &c, c Rev, xix. 10. 


Xii. 8, 9. d See Lake xxiv. 52. e See Maldonat, Eraſ- 
mus, Whitby, Hammond, Annot. Pear/on on the Creed, P. 131. 
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The laſt Text I ſhall here inſiſt on is the 
Commiſſion, which our Bleſſed Saviour gave to 
his Apoſtles, when he was juſt now leaving the 
World. * He then authoriz'd, and commanded, 
them to go and teach all Nations, baptizing them 
in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Hely Ghoſt. He here joins himſelf and the 
Holy Ghoſt in the fame Form of Baptiſm, the 
molt ſolemn Act of Worthip, whereby all Na- 
tions were to renounce their falſe Gods, and be 
initiated into the Chriſtian Faith. What muſt 
all Nations think was the Import and Intention 
of ſuch a Rite, but that, inſtead of all the Dei- 
ties, which they had before bow'd down, to they 
were now to ſerve, worſhip, and adore the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt? * And this 
eſpecially, if we conſider that Baptiſm was from 
the Beginning accompanied with a Renunciation 
of the Devil and all his Works, which was under- 
Rood to be a Renunciation of their former Ido» 
latries, and a Profeſſion of the Chriſtian Faith. 
As therefore they declar'd hereby that the Dei- 
ties, which they before worſhipp'd, were falſe 
Gods, fo this muſt alſo imply that the Perſons, 
into whoſe Faith and Service they were now 


a Matt. xxviii. 19. b See Bingham's Antiquities, B. xi. 
Ch. 7. Vallis Hiſt. of Infant Baptiſm, B. ii. Ch. ix. S. 9. and 
Pref. P. 23, 


baptiz'd 


\ 
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baptiz'd, were each of them truly God. Among 
the Jews alſo, as Baptiſm was in Uſe before our 


Saviour's Time, ſo it was look'd upon as a Rite, 
whereby they enter'd into Covenant with the true 


God, in oppoſition to all the Gods of the Nations. 


And therefore when Chriſt commanded his Di, 
ciples to be baptiz'd in the Name of the Father, 


and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, they could 
not but ſuppoſe that he meant to teach them 
that each of theſe Perſons was God. Here is no 
Diſtinction, or Limitation, no Intimation given 
that leſs Honour, or Homage, was hereby in- 
tended to be paid to the two laſt, than to the 
firſt of theſe Perſons. It is not ſaid in the Name 
of God, and of his two firſt-born Creatures, or 
chief Vice-Gerents; nor into God, and Chriſt, 
and the Holy Gboſt, which might have ſuggeſted 
a Thought that One only of the Three was God, 
but it is in the Name of the Father, and of the 
Son (without any Note of Diſtinction more than 
that of a perſonal Relation carrying with it the 
Idea of Sameneſs of Nature) and of the Holy 
Ghoſt. J may add that the Form running in 


a WalPs Hift. of Inf. Bapt. Pref. P. 3 &c. Lightfoot's Works, 
Vol. ii. P. 275. b Thus argues St. Auſtin — Iſte unus Deus, 
quia non in Nominibus Patris, & Fili, & Spiritus Sancti: fed in 
Nomine Patris, & Filii, & Spiritus Sandi. Ubi unum Namen 
audis, unus eſt Deus. Sicut de ſemine Arabæ dictum eſt, & ex- 
ponit Paulus Apoſtolus, In ſemi ne tus benedicentur omnes Gentes : 
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56 A Vindication of the 


the Name, not Names of theſe Three, ſeems to 
imply that their Power and Authority was one 
and the ſame; their Godhead all one, their Glory 
equal, their Majeſty co-eternal. 

In Anſwer to this it has been pleaded that 
the Iſraelites are in Scripture ſaid to have been 
baptiz'd unto Moſes. But not to inſiſt on the dif- 
ferent Senſes, which theſe Words may bear, it is 
ſufficient to ſay that the Expreſſion here is ma- 
nifeſtly figurative. The Cloud, and the Sea, through 
which the Iſraelites paſs'd, were, according to the 
Apoſtle, Figures and Types [rur«] of the Chriſ- 
tian Baptiſm, and Moſes, under whoſe Conduct 
they paſs'd, was in this Reſpect a Type of Chriſt. 
Their paſſing through the Sea, or under the Cloud, 
was no covenanting Rite, it carried with it no 
Obligation to, or Initiation into, the Service of 
Moſes : they were in no literal and proper Senſe 
baptiz'd unto Moſes, but only as he repreſented 


non dixit in ſeminibus tanguam in multis, ſed tanguam in uno, & 
ſemine tuo, quod eft Chriſtus. Sicut ergo, quia ibi non dicit in ſe- 
minibus, docere te voluit Apoſtolus, quia 22 & Chriſtus, ſic & 
cum hic dictum eſt i» Nomine, non in Nominibus, quomodo ibi 
in Semine, non in Seminibus, probatur unus Deus, Pater, & Fi- 
tins, & Spiritus Sanctus. Tract. in Evang. Job. vi. P. 53. Ed. 
Frob. So alſo St. Jerom Non baptizamur in Nominibus Patris, 
& Filii, & Spiritis Sancti, ſed in uno Nomine, quod intelligitur 
Deus. Comm. in Eph. C. iv. P. 362. Ed. Bened. See alſo Va- 
terland's Serm. viii. 
a 1 Cor. x. 2 &c. b See Poole's Synopl. 


Chrif. 
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Chriſt. Nor are the IMraelites any where ſaid to 
have been baptiz'd in the Name of Moſes ; nor 
is the Name of Moſes ever join'd with that of God 
in any of their Rites of Worſhip, nor was Mo- 
ſes, or any of the Patriarchs, ever invok'd toge- 
ther with God in any Act of Adoration, or Be- 
nediction. No; only the Name of the God of I 
rael. * There is one Lord, and bis Name one. He 
is @ jealous God, and will not give his Glory to 
another. Baptiſm is one of the moſt ſolemn Acts 
of our Worſhip, which diſtinguiſhes our holy 
Religion from all others. Hereby we enter into 
Covenant with God, and ſolemnly devote our- 
ſelves to his Service. Since therefore we are e- 
qually, and indiſcriminately, baptiz'd in the Name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt, we devote ourſelves equally to the Service 
of each of theſe Three Perſons, and equally ac- 
knowledge each of them to be God. It cannot 
be ſuppos'd that God would ſuffer two Creatures 
to be join'd with him in ſo publick an Act; 
nor would the meek and humble Feſus, if he 
had been only a Servant of the moſt high Gad, 
have join'd his own Name ſo cloſely and fami- 
liarly to that of his Lord and Maker in fo ſolemn 
a Commiſſion, * From hence then (to uſe the 


2 Zecb. xiv. . b Exod. xxxiv. 14. c Hai. xlvii. 11. 
d Sermons, Vol. i. P. 121. 
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Words of Dr. Berriman) We learn the great In- 
portance of the Doctrine of the Trinity, which is 
thus repreſented as the Foundation, Sum, and Sub- 
ſtance of our whole Religion. If it was given as 
the Form, by which the Apoſtles ſhould baptize, it 
was undoubtedly intended as the Summary of that 
Doctrine, which they ſhould preach and inculcate. 
Fit were given as the Form, by which the Nations 
were to be baptiz'd, it was undoubtedly propos d, as 
the Standard of that Faith, which they ſhould learn 
and profeſs. 

Accordingly this Form of Baptiſm has been 
invariably retain'd in the Chriſtian Church, ex- 
cepting only by ſuch Hereticks, as have denied 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, and has been always 
thought to import the Divinity of the Perſons, 
in whoſe Name we are baptiz'd. St. Cyprian 
ſpeaking of this Form ſays — * It implies the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, in whoſe Sacrament the 
Nations were to be baptiꝝ d. — And again — 
* Chriſt himſelf commands the Nations to be baptiz'd 
in the complete and undivided Trinity. — © Origen 

a Inſinuat Trinitatem, cujus Sacramento Gentes baptizarentar, 
Ep. 73. P. 200. b Ipſe Chrifu) Gentes baptizari jubet in ple- 
na, & adunati Trinitate. Ib. P. 206. © Ta i,‘ ri i 
75 Od (read Al] A Iuvdurins F N at9oxurnris Tele im- 
td iv gra Few tow 3 m1. Comm. in Job. P. 124. 
Ed. Huet. It is ſtill more expreſs as cited by St. Baſil. de Spir. 
Sana. C. 29. — Ta ne tawToy Th O01 © antoorxura mis Toia- 
Os dba © Furapuias F ETIXANOEWY gie HH NN 11 C u. 


ſpeak- 


ſpeaking of Baptiſm, ſays — It is the Principle 
and Fountain of ſpiritual Gifts to him, who dedi- 
cates himſelf to the Godhead by the Power of the 
Invocations of the adorable Trinity. — Hippolytus 
having ſaid, in a Paſſage above-cited, that tho 
the Word vas God, yet there were not two Gods, 
but one God, and two Perſons, and that the Third 
was the Holy Ghoſt, * adds, that wwe cannot other- 
abi ſe believe in one God, unleſs we really believe in 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, and ſays 
that our Lord, knowing that his Father would be 
glorified only in this Manner, deliver d after he was 
riſen the Form of Baptiſm to his Diſciples. 

But there may be ſome who care not to give 
tbemſelves the Trouble of peruſing the Writings of 
theſe fallible Men, and may poſſibly be better 
pleas'd with Teſtimonies from ſome Heathen 
Writer. I will give them one from the Dialogue 
attributed to Lucian, and entitl'd Philopatris. A 
Chriſtian Catechumen is there introduc'd as teach- 
ing a Heathen, This Heathen aſks him — What 
am I to ſwear by? — The Chriſtian anſwers — 


a See above P. 30. b As * + te O85 vol ary {61 þ 9 
Him, ia 4 or7u; Tlatgs 5 Tig, a 49 men me νν — 
me 7 6 g AY Tlw o * To J Tod Ha- 
bs, in c aus HννEð bkagictag amg i drs, dv α, gt - 
duni reis H nrais Mgr, mg jevres wap ut owe. x. r. A. CONT, 
Noet. C. xiv. P. 16. c See Eſſay, P. 121. 


H 2 * The 
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* The great, everlaſting, high God of Heaven, the 
Son of the Father, the Spirit proceeding from the 
Father, One of Three, and Three of One, theſe be- 
lieve to be Jupiter, this eſteem to be God. — The 
Adjuration here mention'd moſt probably refers 
to the Form of Baptiſm : thus far however is cer- 
tain, that this Writer repreſents the Doctrine of a 
Trinity in Unity, of three Perſons equally divine, 
as the receiv'd Doctrine of the Chriſtians in thoſe 
Times. I will add another Teſtimony from no 
leſs a Perſon than the Emperor Julian. He 
thus objects to the Chriſtians. — Moſes taught one 
only God, but many Sons of his who were appointed 
over the Nations, but his firſt-begotten Son, or God 
the Word, he neither knew nor taught. He every 
where ſays, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, 
and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. How then is Yeſus 
faid in the Goſpels to have commanded — Go ye 
therefore and teach all Nations, baptizing them in 
the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 


a IU u Oto0y ul qa auge Sg, me, Ti Tenehs, Tiny 
o Hage iE, ty C gu, i wos THe, Tx youllys Zh- 
b, F 5 ys Oo. Philopatr. P. 770. b Mwojs i & vn id) - 
Sent Orv, is 5 aurs mg; Uu ma Nn, Tewrorongy ) 
Ti, & Ot Aoggy — n ide, &7t id aiv Aig4 Kü Tov 
Otoy any $021man, qu rl {gym AQTEEUT 5 — e By © Ives cw wis 
anf eli gemi. neger & &y Ag Mr owe Tres Tet 
Te iN Sarxlilorres air &s To 81045 7 Ila, 2 F Yis, e 70 42 
N ug7@». Jul. ap. Cyrill. L. ix. P. 290, 291. 


Hol 
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Holy Ghoſt. — Nay this Form of Baptiſm carried 
with it ſo ſtrong a Proof of the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, that many of thoſe, who denied this 
Doctrine, found it neceſſary to baptize in ano- 


ther Form, as particularly the Followers of Pau- i 
lus Samoſatenſis and Eunomius. * Some of theſe 70 
baptized into the Death of Chriſt : others bap- by. 
tiz'd in the Name of the uncreated God, and in the 4 
Name of the created Son, and in the Name of the | . 
ſanctiſying Spirit created by the created Son. Theſe 7 
were more daring and impious, but yet more . 
open and more conſiſtent, than thoſe who re- 4 
tain the Form, and paraphraſe it away into no * 
more than receiving Men to a Profeſſin of the . p | 
Belief, and an Obligation to the Practice of that 1 
Religion, which God the Father has reveal d and b 
taught by the Son, and confirm'd and eſtabliſh'd by 3 


the Holy Ghoſt. The Paraphraſt, I ſuppoſe, like 
our Eſſay- Writer, thought the Scriptures far 
from being explicit and accurate. in their Style; 
and therefore ſet his Imagination at Work 7o ſup- 
ply and fill up the Deficiencies. *. 

I might infiſt on ſeveral other Texts : but 
hope theſe may be ſufficient. I ſhall add in the 


a Socrat. Hiſt. Eccl. L. v. C. 24. b Epiphan. Hær. P. 992. 
e See Dr. Clarke's Paraphr. d See Bull. Op. P. 69 & 308, 
zog. Waterland, Sermon vii. Bingham, Antiq. B. xi. C. 3. 
Mall's Infant Bapt. B. ii. C. 9. S. 10 and 11, 
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Words of an ingenious Writer — * Hæc cum ita 
fint, ſecundum id Luminis, quo nos dignatus eſt 
Deus in Oeconomid Evangelii, Jeſum Nazarenum 
eſſe Meſſiam, eundemque Deum, credere & profite- 
ri tenemur. Sin erramus in hac Fide, adeo non eſt 
Error voluntarius, ut fit inevitabilis. Sequimur e- 
nim, quoad poſſumus, Duces nobis a Deo datos, S. 
Johannem & Apoſtolum Paulum. — His nos Au- 
thoribus ſacris afſentimur & adhereſcimus, eorum 
Mentem ſecundum vim nativam verborum uſumque 
receptum interpretati — Deni que, quod ad Lumen 
Nature pertinet, notandum, in 11s que fold Reve- 
latione nobis innoteſcunt, qualia ſunt illa de quibus 
hic diſſeritur, Doctoris Authoritatem ſequamur opor- 
tet: nec Rationem noſtram in materid infinitd, qua- 
lis eſt Natura drvina, Judicem eſſe idoneum, & per 
omma competentem, æquum eſt æſtimemus. Præ- 
cipue cum de Arcanis illis Nature, modis Diſtine- 
tionis & Unitatis, Quæſtiones inſtituuntur — quas 
reverd nec comprehendere, nec defintre poſſumus Vi- 
ribus noſtris. In his igitur tractandis & exami- 
nandis ſummd nos uti decet Modeſtid & Modera- 
tione: tam propter Imbecillitatem noſtram, quam 
materiæ contemplande Supereminentiam. 

I ſhall proceed now to conſider our Author's 
Objections from Scripture. The Firſt is drawn 


a Burnet, De Fid. & Offic, Chriſt. Cap. vii. Pag. 134, 135- 
b P. 86, 87. 


from 
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from ſuch Texts of Scripture, as ſeem to call the 
Father the one God, or the only God. For, ſays St. 
Paul, * Though there be that are call d Gods, 
whether in Heaven, or in Earth, (as there be Gods 
many, and Lords many) but to us there is but one 
God the Father, of whom are all things, and we in 
him; and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
things, and we by him. This Objection might 
eaſily be retorted ; * for he himſelf owns that 
Jeſus Chriſt is God to us: and therefore he finds 
himſelf obliged to make a Diſtinction, and un- 
derſtand the Words of one only Supreme God. I 
hope then he will not blame us, if we contend 
that ſuch excluſive Terms are not always to be 
too rigidly underſtood, but may admit of ſome 
Limitations and Exceptions. Let us conſider 
then what it is which the Apoſtle is here prov- 
ing, the Unity of the Godbead in Oppoſition to the 
Heathen Polytheiſm and Idolatry. The Gentiles 
believ'd in a Multitude of Gods, and thoſe of dif- 
ferent Sorts. They had their czleſtial Gods, or 
Gods in Heaven, whom they imagin'd to have 
the Government and Direction of all things. 
They believ'd alſo in Dæmons, or Gods on Earth, 
whom they imagin'd to be Agents and Media- 
tors between themſelves and the cæleſtial Gods. 


a 1 Cor. viii, 5, 6 b P. 8g. 101. 
On 
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On the contrary the Apoſtle aſſerts, that 70 1 
there is but one God the Father, and one Lord Je- 
fus Chriſt. As we Chriſtians ackowledge but ine 
Supreme God, ſo we acknowledge but one Media- 
to between God and Man. The Apoſtle indeed 
here calls the Father the one God : but the Quei- 
tion is whether he is ſo call'd in Opppoſition to, 
or Excluſion of the Son, or only of the many 
falſe Gods of the Gentiles. The latter ſeems to 
me evident, Firſt, becauſe the Apoſtle's Argu- 
ment requires no more. He is not making here 
a Compariſon between the Perſons in the Bleſ- 
fed Trinity, but between the one True God, and 
the many Idols, or falſe Gods. Secondly, becauſe 
Teſus Chriſt is call'd Lord, not in Opppoſition to, 
or Excluſion of the Father, but only of the many 
who were call d Lords among the Gentiles. As 
therefore the Father is properly call'd Lord, not- 
withſtanding that Jeſus Chriſt is here ſaid to be 
the one Lord, ſo we believe Jeſus Chriſt to be 
God, notwithſtanding that the Father is here call'd 
the one God. Thirdly, becauſe, if Jeſus Chriſt 
is here excluded from the Title of the one God, 
he muſt be included among the many who are 
call d Gods, that is, among thoſe whom the Apoſ- 
tle calls Idols, and nothing in the World. Laſtly, 
the Apoſtle adds — by whom are all things, 
which ſufficiently diſtinguiſhes him from all who 
are 
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are call d Gods, and ſets forth his eternal Power 
and Godhead. * For, as the Apoſtle ſays, and 
as has been fully prov'd, he that built all things 
is God. There appear therefore ſufficient Rea- 
ſons from the Text itſelf (not to infiſt on the 
Proofs already alledg'd from other Scriptures of 
our Lords Divinity) that the Father is not here 
ſo call'd the one God, as to exclude his own Son. 
But it is ſaid that with regard to the Father Je- 
ſus the Chriſt is only to be calld Lord and not Gad. 
Suppoſing that theſe Terms are ſometimes ſo us'd 
by way of Contradiſtinction, it does not follow 
that they are us'd excluſively. It is plain that 


they are not, for the Father is often call'd Lord, : 


* why then may not the Son alſo be God? But, as 
J apprehend, in the Place before us the Son is 
call'd Lord in Oppoſition, not to the Father, but 
to the many Lords of the Gentiles. He is in one 
Reſpect, what they ſuppos d their Lords to be, a 
Mediator between God and Man, though in Dig- 


2 Heb. iii. 4. See Pt. I. P.12 &c. I am ſenſible that the Jearned 
Mr. Mede, and ſome others interpret this latter Clauſe, as rela- 
ting to our Lords Mediation, and ſignifying that by him all good 
things come to us from the Father. But as the like Exprefſion 
is us'd elſewhere, Job. i. 3. — Col. i. 16, to fignifie the Creation 
of all things by the Sen, fo the Word ware is us'd in this fame 
Verſe for all things in general, the whole World: it ſeems there- 
fore unreaſonable to put any other Senſe upon it here, b E/- 
ſay, P. 87. 
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nity and Nature far ſuperior not only to thefe 
Lords, but to all that are calPd Gods. T7 

In the ſame Senſe may we underſtand that o- 
ther Text * cited in the Efay — © Thrs is Life e- 
ternal, that they might know thee the only true God, 
and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou baſt ſent. — Theſe 
were the two principal Points, which thoſe, who 
were to be converted to the Chriſtian Faith were 
to learn: they were to turn from their falſe Gods 
to ſerve the one true God, and to believe that 
4 Jeſus was the Chriſt, We may therefore rea- 
ſonably ſuppoſe that the Father is call'd the onh 
true God in Oppoſition to the Gods of the Hea- 
then, not in Excluſion of the Son. Nor are we 
to imagine that every thing, which our Lord, 
now appearing in our Nature on Earth, and act- 
ing in his miniſterial Capacity, attributes to his 
Father, is ſo to be appropriated to the Perſon of 
the Father, as to exclude the two other Perſons 
in the Trinity. It is well known that ſuch ex- 
cluſive Terms are not always to be underſtood 
with the utmoſt Rigor. Of this many Inſtances 
might be produc'd : I ſhall go no farther than 
what this Eſſay itſelf furniſhes us with. In this 

a See Waterland's Sermons, P. 54. Defence, P. 8 &c. 352 
c. 2d Def. P. 55, 437, 462. Dr. Cockman, Vol. I. Diſc. I. 
Teell;'s Sermon on 1 Cor. v. 8. Whitby, Annot. Pearſon on the 


Creed, P. 126, b P. 88, 8g. c Job. xvii d 0 
Anise Ind XR. e P. 87. N 
| | very 
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very Page he quotes St. Paul cbaracteriſing the 
Supreme God, * as the bleſſed and only Potentate, 
the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, who only 
hath Immortality &c. Some Interpreters under- 
ſtand this of our Saviour, and not without pro- 
bable Grounds. But, if our Author chooſes to 
underſtand it of the Father, let him however 
conſider that ſome, if not all of thoſe Characters, 
undoubtedly belong to our Lord. If the Father 
is call'd the only Potentate, it muſt be in Con- 
junction with, not in Excluſion of the Son: for 
fo him all Power is given in Heaven, and in 
Earth : and he is expreſly call'd King of Kings, 
and Lord of Lords. 

In one Senſe indeed the Father alone may be 
confider'd as the Firſt Cauſe, becauſe he alone is 
abſolutely unoriginated, and unbegotten. And 
from bence, ſays Bp. Pearſon, it is objerv'd that 
the Name of God taken abſolutely, 1s often in the 
Scriptures ſpoken of the Father. * He is firſt, ſays 
Dr. Waterland, in our Conception of God, and 
therefore whether we ſpeak of the Almighty, or the 
Eternal God &c. and the Reaſon is the ſame for 
the Only God, we primarily and principally mean 
the Father, tacitely including the other two Perſons. 
Nor are theſe Diſtinctions lately invented to e- 


1m. vi. 15,16. b Matt. Xxvill. 18. © Rev. xvii. 14. 
xix. 16, d On the Creed, P. 40. e Sermons, P. 141. 
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vade the Force of ſuch Texts as may ſeem to 
bear hard upon our Doctrine. Theſe Scriptures 
have always from the Beginniug been underſtood 
in the ſame Senſe, as will appear from the Cita- 
tions in the Margin. * 

But we are told that the one only inviſible God 
cannot poſſibly be the ſame with that God, who was 


a Thus ſays Tertullian — Unus Deus Pater, & abſque eo alias 
non eff, Quod ipſe inferens non Filium negat, ſed alium Deum. 
Czterum alius à Patre Filius non eſt. Adv. Prax. C. 18. — Again 
— Ttaque Deos omnino non dicam, nec Domi nos, ſed Apoſtolum 
ſequar, ut ſi pariter nominandi fuerint Pater & Filius, Deum Pa- 
trem appellem, & Jeſum Chriſtum Dominum nominem. Solum 
autem Chriſtum potero Deum dicere, ficut idem Apoſtolus. = Ex 
guibus Chriſtus, qui eft, inquit, Deus ſuper omnia benediftus in æ- 
tum omne. Ib. C. xiii. Novatian thus argues — Eſt ergo creden- 
dum ſecundum præſcriptam in Dominum unum verum Deum, & 
in eum quem miſit, Jeſum Chriſtum conſequenter, qui ſe nequa- 
quam Patri, ut diximus, junxiſſet, niſi Deum quoque intelligi 
vellet. De Trin. C. 24. Jreneus alſo explaining Matt. xi. 27, 
ſays. — Non ergo alius erat qui cognoſcebatur, & alius qui dice- 
bat — Nemo cognoſcit Patrem — ſed unus & idem, omnia ſubjici- 
ente ei Patre, & ab omnibus accipiens teſtimonium, quoniam vere 
Homo, & quoniam vere Deus. L. iv. C. 14. P. 302. — Origen 
alſo, as we have him in Rafinus's Tranſlation, ſays — Et miror 
quod quidam legentes quod idem Apoſtolus in aliis dicit — Unzs 
Deus Pater, ex quo omnia, & unus Feſus Chriſtus per quem omnia 
— negant Filium Dei Deum debere profiteri, ne duos Deos facere 
videantur. Sed non advertunt qui hzc ſentiunt, quod ficut Do- 
mi num non ita eſſe «num Dominum dixit, ut ex hoc Deus Pater 
non Dominus dicatur, ita & Deum Patrem non dixit ita eſſe #num 
Deum, ut Deus Filius non credatur. Comm. in Rom. ix. 5. 
b P. 88. 


mau; 
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manifeſted in the Fleſh. I am very glad our Sa- 
vaiour is allow'd to be God manifeſt in the Fleſh. 
But what does he mean? Ixviſibility is ſurely no 
incommunicable Property of the Godhead. The 
Son, as all other ſpiritual Beings, is in his own 
Nature inviſible to us, whether he be properly, 
or only improperly, call'd God. I ſuppoſe there- 
fore he muſt mean that the Son only, but not 
the Father, ever aſſum'd bodily Shape, and thus 
became viſible to mortal Eyes. In this Senſe the 
Father only may be call'd invi/ible : and from 
= hence we may infer a Diſtinction of Perſons, but 
not any Difference, or Inequality in their Na- 
ture. | 
. I ſhall readily acknowledge with our Author 
chat Yeſus Chriſt is the ſame who was call d by 
the ancient Jeus the Word and Wiſdom of God, 
and 2s repreſented in the Old Teſtament as the An- 
gel of God's Preſence, the Guardian Angel of the 
Children of Iſrael : * and have already from theſe 
Premiſſes ſhewn that he muſt be truly and pro- 
perly God. 
He is alſo call'd in Scripture *© the Ange of 
God, * the Image of the inviſible God. This our 
Author interprets to ſignifie the delegated Repre- 
ſentative in Power of the invifible God. But why 


a P. go &c. b See Pt. I. P. 41 &c. c 2 Cor. iv. 4. 
d Col. i. 15. e P. 91. 


in 


70 A Vindication of the 


in Power only? An Vnage, in the common 
Signification of the Word, is a Similitude per- 
fectly repreſenting each Feature and Lineament 
of the Perſon. If therefore the Son of Gad is the 
Image of the Father, why muſt we confine the I- 
dea only to the Power, or Dominton, of the Fa- 
ther ? why may we not ſuppoſe that he repre- 
ſents alſo his Holineſs, his Goodneſs, his Wiſ- 
dom, his Omniſcience, and his Eternity ? The 
Apoſtle, who calls him by this Tiile, immediate- 
ly ſubjoins — * apwroroxcs axons xiα , — begotten 
before all Creatures. He therefore ſeems here to 
be call'd the Image of God, becauſe he is the Son 
of God, bearing his Figure and Reſemblance as 
truly, fully, and perfectly, as a Son of Man has 
all the Lineaments, Parts, and Perfections be- 
longing to the Nature of Man. * And he was 
in this Senſe the Image of God before all Creation, 
before any Creature exiſted, which he could have 
Domimon over. In another Paſſage of Scripture, 
which ſeems nearly paralled to this, we find our 
Bleſſed Lord deſcribed under the Character of 
the Son of God, whom be bath appointed Heir of 
all things, by whom alſo he made the Worlds. And 
immediately after he ſtyles him — a T5 


a See Pt. I. P. 81. Not. d. b Philo the Few calls him 
cine #ide; F Oi. De confuf. Ling. P. 341. Ed. Par. c Heb. 


i. 2, 3. 
Horns, 


* „ 
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ans, Kay Nr 1 aATAPRT OD, 


5 dens — a Ray of his Glory. — Gad is in Scrip- 
ture call'd Light ; * the Son is Light of Light, a 
Ray of the Divine Light, of the fame Subſtance 
and Nature with the Luminary from whence it 
proceeds, and always co-exiſting with it. — Ka} 
xapaxryp Þ urozoiuws aurs — the expreſs Image of 
bis Perſon, or rather Subſtance — as true a Copy 
of the Father, fully repreſenting his Efſence and 
Attributes, as the Impreſſion anſwers in every 
Point to the Seal. Theſe are very high Exprei- 


ſions, too high ſurely to be ſpoken of any Crea- 
ture. At leaſt they ſhew that the Image of the 


a This Similitude is frequently us'd by the ancient Writers to 
ſhew how the Sox is of the ſame Subſtance, and co-eternal with 
the Father. Thus ſays Tertullian. — Hunc ex Deo prolatum di- 
dicimus, & prolatione generatum, & idcirco Filium Dei & Deum 
dictum ex unitate ſulſtantiæ. — Etiam cum Radius ex Sole por- 
rigitur, portio ex ſumma, fed Sol erit in Radio, quia Solis eſt Ra- 
dius, nec ſeparatur Subſtantia fed extenditur. Ita de Spiritu Spi- 
ritus, & de Deo Deus, ut Lumen de Lumine accenſum — quod de 
Deo profeftum eſt, Deus eft & Dei Filius, & unus ambo. Apol. 
c. 21. The fame Illuſtration is us'd by Juſtin Martyr Dial. cum 
Tryph. P. 358. Tatian Orat. P. 145. Athenag. P. 10. I, 27. 
Origen contr. Cel/. L. xiii, P. 387. Lactantius Inſtit. L. iv. C. 29. 
Dionyſ. Alex. ap. At banaſ. V. I. P. 559. Theognoſt. ap. Athanaſ. 
Decr. Syn. Nic. Vol. I. P. 274. — Alexand. Alex. ap. Theed. Ecel. 
Hiſt. L. i. C. 4 and others. The Apoſtle may poſſibly allude to 
the Book of Wiſdom, where Wiſdom is thus deſcribed. — Arnis 
gap den © rd Os dvds, © aribjo Þ F INlavmxogmces Ng ele 
*g ww a 34ers — Pwrds aide, . len Tye» axnniduro F Oi 
tyigy <1 as, x E4XWy * agu awrs, Ch. vii. 25, 26. 
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znvifible God is the Repreſentative, not only of 
his Power, or Dominion, but of his Glory and 
Attributes. Our Lord may be ſo call'd, either 
becauſe he has appear d to Mankind, as his Fa- 
ther's Repreſentative, reflecting as it were in a 
Glaſs the Perfections of the znvifible God, and 
manifeſting forth his own and bis Father's Glory : 
or rather becauſe he is the true and proper Son of 
God, of the ſame Nature with his Father, * as A. 
dam is (aid to have begotten a Son in his own Lie- 
neſs, after bis Image. And thus have the an- 
cient Writers always underſtood theſe W 
ſions. 

But this Writer tells us that his zs the ſcriptu- 
ral Meaning of the Word Image, when applied to 
the Image of an invi/ible Being, and that this 
ſeems plain from many Paſſages, but in particular 
from © that wherein lis ſaid that Man was created 
in the Image of God: becauſe as ſoon as God is re- 
preſented by Moſes as having ſaid — Let us make 
Man in our Image after our Likeneſs, then imme- 
diately follows, and let him have Dominion &c. — 
I anſwer with Bp. Patrick — Some have thought 
the Image of God conſiſted in this alone: which ra- 


a Gen. v. 3. b Clem. Alex. L. vii. C. 10. — Tertull, adv. 
Marc. L. v. C. 20. — Orig. contr. Celſ. L. vi. P. 323. & ap. 
Athanaſ. Syn. Nic. Decr. P. 277. Alexand. Alex. ut ſupra. 


e Gen. i. 26, 27. 
ther 


ther follows upon Man's being made in God's In- 
age, viz. an intelligent Being, which gave him 
Dominion over other things that are not endued 
with ſuch Underſtanding. — To the like Pur- 
poſe ſpeaks Gretius. And this ſeems the moſt 

probable Interpretation, becauſe Man is ſaid to 
have been created not only in the Image, -but af- 
ter the Likeneſs of God. * Accordingly the Apoſ- 
tle calls Man the Image and Glory of God, and 
the Woman the Glory (not, I ſuppoſe, the Deputy 
in Power) of the Man. * Again we read that, 
whoſo ſheddeth Man's Blood, by Man ſhall his Blood 
be ſhed; for in the Image of God made he Man 
not, I ſuppoſe, becauſe he had Dominion over the 
brute Beaſts, but becauſe he reſembled his Ma- 
ker in * Immortality, Innocence, Holineſs, and other 
Gifts of the Mind, as Vatablus ſpeaks. Thus al- 
ſo ſpeaks the Author of the Book of Wiſdom — 
* God created Man to be immortal, and made him 
to be an Image of his own Eternity. As to the 
many other Paſſages, I have look'd into the Scrip- 
tures, and cannot find one. And I muſt defire 
our Author to tell me, what Dommon they ac- 
quire, and whoſe Repreſentatives in Power they 


a Quod dominari in cætera poſſet, nimirum d m imFnugragy. 

b 1 Cor. xi. 7. c Gen. ix. 6. d In immortalitate, inno- 

centia, ſanctitate, reliquiſque animi dotibus. See alſo Suicer in 
voce Elxwy. e Niſd. ii. 23. | 
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are, * who are renew'd in Knowledge after the In- 
age of him that created them. * Again, if Chriſt is 
the Image of God, becauſe he is his Repreſentg- 
tive in Power, I would aſk, whether we alfo, 
who are to be chang'd into the ſame Image, are 
all of us to become Deputies and Vice-Roys un- 
der Chriſt. 

Thus much for his ſcriptural Meaning: I have 
look d alſo into St. Baſil, and can find no ſuch 
Meaning there. St. Bajil might indeed, conſiſ- 
tently with his Principles have call'd our Lord 
his Father's Vice- Roy, or Deputy, with regard to 
his mediatorial Office : but in the Place here ci- 
ted I can find no ſuch Word, nor any thing, 
which could give our Author any juſt Pretence 
to render — Eixwy — by Deputy. On the con- 
trary it is the expreſs Deſign of this whole Chap- 
ter, to ſhew that the San and Holy Spirit are one 
in Eſſence with the Father : and a few Lines af- 
ter the Paſſage here quoted are theſe Words — 
* What therefore there an Image is by way of Ini- 


a Col. iii. 10. b Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 18 with iv. 4. See alſo 

1 Cor. xv. 49, ( oO % craws pupunnxas » Gaby, Tim ld 
Pronxas 6 Tits. Key warig im F Tixirey 17 mls h’ » det, 
re xcy im I Fea nousire Quorws e TH rl Th; Otompme; i i 
vwas.. Baſ. de Spir. Sanct. C. xviii. St. Bail alſo in other Parts 
of his Works proves the Divinity of the Son from this very Text 
of Scripture. — Ev & © xt A dg Tis dd, You), õ - 
(9400 d Atywy Th Ovoe my Vit Tel O15, + hw icon u des, © 
Ag mor Lis ih, Toon Had he- Aigavme is i d OUS 
TY 
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tation, that the Son is here by Nature. And as 
Workmen make a Similitude actor ditig to the Shape, 
or Form, ſo in the Divine and uncompounded Na- 
ture the Unity confiſts in the Participation of the 
Godhead. — It is plain from theſe Words, both, 


Mit 
that St. Baſil by — Eizay — underſtood not a 60 il 
Vice-Roy or Deputy, but a Statue or Picture — 0 
cla lun — F Tixyitey — and alſo that, ac- * bl 
cording to him Chriſt is the Image of the Father, Dill 
F . l 
not only as partaking of his Power, but alſo of | il 
his Eſſence and Godhead — Quomizs — & Th Kew % | | 
/ , eng. Fs a 0 q 
vie ̊ bmi. — I am willing to hope this Wri- 1 i 
ter never look'd into St. Baſil: and I believe I 1 1 
1.4 . k / a} 0! 
can account for this ſmall Miſtake of his. * Dr. 7 | 
Clarke has quoted this Paſſage from St. Bal. 7 N 
He ſelects ſuch Parts of his Author, as would 1 i 
1 1 i 
beſt ſuit his Purpoſe, but leaves out the Words iN i 
juſt now cited, though he quotes thoſe imme- 1 
A F "8; 0 
diately preceding. And he tranſlates — Eixwy — bf | 
$ begftn — no} Br. v5 Lory ines bmgpnderes fare ach wht God g il 
„ Waser bgheys Henze Tb, jad Keule Anengyse, Hom. if; 
xxvii; contr. Sabell. V. I. P. 520, See alfo Lib. i. contr. Eunom. bo j 
V. I. P. 718. To this I will add the Teſtimony of Origen — 10 il 
Ob e 5 A xd is iy F he Ords 1 Hawe, uud 33 1 | 
Lavts xa © wizarucor Th e i e mien; wniotw;* is U 
ars A πνπ,è Duve F topgrs Or, 8, d Tel wighFes a Thw ting- 0 | 
1 V Tlamtls, ob 50 oierr ty d ouphpurneor ( iv bra; ,,, © wg- 1 | 


alu d vd topgers O, pon » Ts wingI us e Thu exgy. 4 
Lib. contr. Celſ, vi. P. 323. 
« Seript. Doct. P. 313. 
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Image [or Repreſentative] — Repreſentative is a 
Word of a more general and ambiguous Senſe, 
and carries a Sound with it more favourable to 
his Purpoſe. Whether he deſign'd hereby to put 
a Fallacy upon his Reader I do not certainly 
know : I fear he has miſled our Author. He, 
as I ſuppoſe, meeting with the Word Repreſen- 
tative, and thinking that the King's Repreſenta- 
tive could be no other than my Lord Lieutenant, 
render'd it by Deputy, or Vice-Rey. And thus 
between them both they have fix d a Meaning 
upon St. Baſil directly contrary to his true Mean- 
ing. 
Our Author reſumes this Subject, P. 100 &c. 
He there obſerves from Sr. Iſaac Newton that 
God is a relative Term, which has Reference to 
Subjects, and that the Worſhip, which is due from 
Men to God, is on Account of the Dominion he hath 
over him : and from thence he infers that the Son 
becometh our God, not ſo much on Account of his 
having been employed in our Creation, as becauſe 
all Judgment is committed unto him, this being the 
great Obligation of all Duty. — I could wiſh that 
he had rather brought Proof from Scripture, 
than from Sr. Jaac Newton, of ſo important a 
Doctrine. I have a juſt Eſteem for that great 
Man; and willingly acknowledge his excellent 
Abilities, and wonderful Diſcoveries in Natural 
| Philo- 
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Philoſophy : but, if I am requir'd to take my 
Notions of the Deity from him, or to learn from 
him what, or why, I am to worſhip, I muſt 
deſire to ſtand excus d. No one tolerable Rea- 
ſon can be given why Ged ſhould be ſuppos'd a 
relative Term: it appears to me a Notion big 
with dreadful Conſequences. It makes the God- 
bead of the Supreme Being dependent on his Crea- 
tures. For, if God be only a relative Term, which 
has Reference to Subjects, it follows that, when 
there were no Subjects, there was no God: and 
conſequently, either the Creatures muſt have 
been, ſome of them, eternal, or there muſt have 
been a Time, when there was no Gad. Again, 
as the Creatures are none of them neceſſarily ex- 
iſtent, it will follow that God himſelf does not 
exiſt neceſſarily: and, if we ſuppoſe God to an- 
nihilate all Creatures (a Suppoſition which im- 
plies no Contradiction) he would thereby an- 
nihilate his own Dezty, and ceaſe to be God. 
Nor can I find any the leaſt Foundation in Scrip- 
ture for this abſurd Notion. * The Name, by 
which God has chiefly diſtinguiſh'd himſelf, is 
Jebovab, which is an abſolute Term, and does 
not ſignifie Dominion, but neceſſary Exiſtence. 
And 'tis very obſervable that the Word Tebo- 


a Exod. iii. 14. See Pt. I. P. 61 &c, b See Robertſon's 
Theſaurus. | 


wah 
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vah in the Hebrew is never us'd in the Conſtruct 
Form, nor ever admits of any pronominal Suf- 
fixes. We never read of my Jehovah, or our Je- 
brvah &c. or of the Jebovab of Abraham, of I 
rael Sc. it is always us'd abſolutely. And this 
very Title our Author acknowledges to belong 
to our Saviour : he is therefore abſolutely and 
properly God, and was ſo before he became the 
Son of Man, and as ſuch had Judgment commit- 
ted unto him. 

As little Reafon is there to ſuppoſe the Mor- 
lip, which is due from Men to God, is only on Ac- 
count of the Dominion he hath over him. Are not 
then his Wiſdom, his Omnipotence, his Good- 
neſs ſufficient Grounds of Worſhip ? Do not his 
wonderful Works, his Creation of the World, 
his Formation of Mankind, the many Bleſſings 
and Mercies we have receiv'd from him, demand 
in Return the Tribute of Praiſe and Thankſgiv- 
ing? If it were poſſible to ſuppoſe that God 
could diveſt himſelf of the Sovereignty of the 
World, and fend us forth independent Beings, 
on ſuch a Suppoſition, we might indeed have 
no Occaſion to pray to him, but ſtill ſurely we 
ſhould be bound to acknowledge his Goodneſs, 
and praiſe him according to his excellent Greatneſs, 
And by theſe his Attributes and Works God fre- 
quently in Scripture proclaims his own Name, makes 

| Proof 
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Proof of his Godbead, and lays Claim to Praiſe 
and Adoration. 

But we are told there is no Reaſon for Men to 

lay themſelves under any Reſtraint in obeying or diſ- 
obeying the Commands of any Being, which hath na 
Power over them. — I hope this is not one of Sir 
Jaac Newton's Remarks. For in the firſt Place 
it is nothing to the Purpoſe ; the Terms are al- 
ter d upon us: we were juſt now talking of Mor- 
ſhip and Adoration ; but now theſe are chang'd 
into Duty and Obedience. In the next Place, I 
can make no Senſe of, nor underſtand what is 
meant, by laying ourſelves under Reſtraint in & f- 
obeying Commands. Laſtly the Senſe which ſeems 
here intended to be convey'd is a very ſtrange 
one. I ſhould have hop'd that Gratitude for paſt 
Services might have been allow'd as a Reaſon 
why Men ſhould lay themſelves under ſame Re- 
ſtraints, and that our Duty to a Father, or Be- 
nefactor, did not ceaſe, as ſoon as his Power over 
us was at an Ends Theſe Notions indeed of 4 
relative God, a God by Dominion, or Office, have 
been ſo fully, and ſo lately confuted, that one 
may well wonder they ſhould be brought again 
upon the Stage, without any one Reaſon to en- 
force them, or the leaſt Notice of, or Anſwer 
to, what has been alledg'd againſt them. 


a P. 101. b See Waterland's Sermons, P. 18 &c. Defence 
of Q. 19. See alſo Stephens's Sermon on Calgſſ ii. 8. P. 16 0 
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* But it is ſaid that the Son becometh our God 
becauſe all Judgment is committed unto him: * and 
our Saviour's Words are quoted from Jab. v. 22, 
23. — The Father hath committed all Judgment 
unto the Son: that all Men ſhould honour the Son, 
even as they honour the Father. And afterwards 
we are told that this Authority was given to bim 
as a Reward for having taken human Nature up- 
on him. — But this has been already anſwer'd 
in theſe Papers. We have ſeen from Scriptures 
alledg'd by this Writer that the San was Gad in 
the Beginning, before this Authority was given 
him, and before he took human Nature upon him. 
* Farther, he tells us that the ancient Jews made 
a Second Eſſence of the Logos, which they call d a 
Second God, the firſt-born Son of God, to whom 
God had committed the Care of all things, as a great 
King appoints a Miniſter, or Vice-Roy to act un- 
der bim. The Son therefore, by our Author's 
own Confeſſion, was God, and had Dominion, 
before he too human Nature upon bim, and had 
this Power of Judgment committed unto him, as 
his Reward. But more of this hereafter. This 
Text has indeed been fully conſider d by Dr. Ma- 
terland and before him by Bp. Bull, and others. 
I ſhall give the Words of the former — * Tau ſay 


a P.101. b P. 99. 100. e See above P. 4 &c. and P. 
26. d P. 43, 44 e Defence of Q. xix. P. 279 &c. See 
alſo 2d Def. P. 413 &c. Bull. Op. P. 394 &c. " , 
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— The only Honour due to our Saviour is plainly 
ſuppos d by St. Jobm to be given him, upon Account 
of his being appointed by the Father Judge of the 
World — This is very ſtrange indeed: What was 
there no Honour due to him on Account of his hav- 
ing been ets, God, from the Beginning? None for 
bis having created the World? None on Account 
of his being the Only-begotten Son, which St. John 
repreſents as a Circumſtance of exceeding great Gla- 
ry? Surely theſe were Things great enough to de- 
mand our Tribute of Honour and Reſpect; and 
therefore St. Jobn could never mean that he was to 
be honour'd only upon that fingle Account, as being 
conſtituted Judge of all Men. — What then did St. 
Jahn mean ? — what the Words literally import; 
that the Father, being concern'd for the Honour of 
his Son, had been pleas'd to commit all Judgment 
to him, for this very End and Purpoſe, that Men 
might thereby ſee and know that the Son, as well as 
the Father, was Judge of all the Earth, and might 
from thence be convinc'd how reaſonable it was, and 
how highly it concern'd them, to pay all the ſame 
Honour to the Son, which they had hitherto believ d 
to belong to the Father only. 
I know not whether it be worth while to take 
Notice of a Blunder * in the next Page, where 
our Author attributes to our Saviour, what is 


a P. 102, b Ads iv. 27, 28. 
L ſpoken 


82 ' A Vindication of the © 


ſpoken of Herod and Pontius Pilate with the Gen- 
tiles and the People of Iſrael, who are ſaid to have 
been gather d together for to do whatſoever God's 
Hand and Counſel determin'd before to be dne. 
I ſhall return back then to P. 94, where we 
are told that, though the Scriptures of the New 
Teſtament acknowledge the Lord Jeſus to be call d 
God, yet theſe Scriptures are in other Places very 
expreſſive, with regard to the Superiority of God the 
Father over God the Son. His firſt Proof is drawn 
from Acts ii. 23, where Cad is faid to have made 
Jeſus both Lord and Chriſt : whence our Author 
concludes that the Son could not have been from all 
Eternity co-equal to the Father, fince the Father 
could not have made him either Lord, or Chriſt, if 
he had no Superiority over him. — The Anſwer 
is eaſy, that a Perſon may receive a Commiſſion 
from, or be inveſted in an Office by an Equal, 
or even an Inferior, if he will conſent, and ſub- 
mit, to accept of ſuch a Commiſſion, or Office. 
And that this was the Caſe with regard to the 
Son of God the Scriptures inform us. He em- 
ptied and humbled himſelf, and voluntarily took 
upon him our Nature, Beſides it is the Man 
Jeſus, who is here ſpoken of, he whom the Jews 
had crucified and ſlain : and therefore this Paſſage 
can be underſtood of our Lord only with regard 


a Phil. iv. 5 &c. 


to 
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to his-human Nature. The like Anſwer is ap- ( 
plicable to all thoſe Texts here alledg'd in which 
our Sawour ſays, that the Father ſent him; that 1 
he gave him Commandment ; that be gave him Pow- 
er &c. All this is ſpoken by our Lord, acting 1 
in his miniſterial Capacity, in our Nature, while . | 
here on Earth, and muſt be underſtood to relate g 
either to his human Nature, or to his Office of th 
Mediator between God and Man. But, ſays our 0 
Author, we may fairly argue, as our Saviour him- | 

ſelf does upon another Occaſion, that, as the Servant 
is not equal to his Lord, neither is he that is ſent 1 
equal to him that ſent him. Our Sauicur's Argu- 1 
ment is very juſt and appoſite: but, as this Wri- 3 | 
Wo ter has applied and alter d it, it is evidently falſe. — . ||| 
| I ſhall venture then to aſſert that a Servant may 
be equal to his Lord, and he that is ſent equal to if 
him that ſent him. We read of Kings, who have 
accepted Commiſſions from, and ſerv'd in the || 
Armies of other Kings: and yet, I ſuppoſe, they | 
did not thereby depart from their royal Dignity. [ 
Kings and Emperors have been Knights of the | Wl 
Garter : but if they had been told that the King i 
of England was their Superior, ſince he could not if 
have made them Knights, if he had no Superiority | 
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over them, I believe it would have provok'd their 
Laughter. The Diſtinction is very eaſy and ob- | 


| 
| 
a See P. 98. 0 
| 
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vious. He who enters into the Service of ano- 
ther is in that Reſpect his Inferior ; he receives 
Powers from him, and is oblig'd to execute his 
Commands : but with regard to Nature, or Dig- 
nity, and in all other Reſpects, he may be his 
Equal, or even his Superior. Acling by a dele- 
gated Power (as Dr. Waterland obſerves) does by 
no means infer any Inferiority of Nature, but ra- 
ther the quite contrary ; eſpecially, if the Charge be 
ſuch, as no inferior Nature could be able to ſuſtain ; 
or, if the Honour attending it, or conſequent upon 
it, be too great for an inferior Nature to receive. 
However the divine Adminiſtration, and wonderful 
Oi of the Three Perſons, with their Order of 
acting, is what we muſt not preſume perfectly to 
underſtand : nor can any certain Argument be 
drawn againſt the Thing, from our imperfect and 
inadequate Conceptions of it. 

Another Argument is drawn from ſuch Texts 
of Scripture, as call the Father the God of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt. But every one of theſe Texts ſpeak 
of Chriſt, as acting in his mediatorial Capacity. 
When the Son of God condeſcended to take our 
Nature upon him, and be made in the Likeneſs of 
Men, we are not ſurely to wonder that he ſhould, 
like other Men, addreſs himſelf in Prayer to the 
Pather, or call him his God, In the Oeconomy 


a Defence, P. 289, 290. b p. 95 &c, 


of 
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of our Redemption, the Father is always repre- 
ſented as the Supreme, and the Son, as acting 
under his Commiſſion, and by his Authority. 
The Father is the Perſon offended by our Tranſ- 
greſſions, and accepting of the Attonement made 
by the Son for them, and the Son is the Perſon 
who made the Attonement, and intercedes with 
his Father for us. And therefore the Scriptures, 
when they ſpeak of our Redemption, as do eve- 
ry one of the Paſſages here referr'd to, call the 
Father the God of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Head 
of Chriſt &c. We may obſerve that it is Chri/t, 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who is here ſpoken of: 
and the inſpir d Writers are here diſcourſing of 
the Redemption through bis Blood. * But it is urg d 
that the Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of him as God, and yet at 
the ſame Time declares God the Father to be his God. 
He was indeed God, the firſt-begotten Son of God, 
the Brightneſs of bis Father's Glory and expreſs Im- 
age of his Perſon : but the Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of him 
as coming into the World, and receiving the In- 
veſtiture of his mediatorial Office. It is farther 
urg'd that the ſame Method of ſpeaking 1s continued 
in the Scriptures, even after his Reſurrettion and 
Alſcenfion. And ſo alſo did his mediatorial Office 
continue after his Aſcenſion, and will continue till 
he hath put all Enemies under his Feet: and of that 


a Epb. i, 7. Rev. i. 5. b P. 96. 
Office 
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Office the inſpir'd Writers are ſpeaking in the 
Places here alledg'd. | 

* But from * the Text juſt now referr'd to our 
Author would infer that the Son, even in bis high- 
eſt State of exalted Glory, will be ſubjeft to the Fa- 
ther — But I muſt anſwer again, what the whole 
Context plainly ſhews, that the Apoſtle is here 
ſpeaking of Chriſt in his mediatorial Capacity. 
He ſeems indeed to ſpeak of him under the Fi- 
gure of a Lieutenant, or General, who is ſent out 
with a Commiſſion to bring Enemies, or Rebels, 
under Subjection. When he has executed his 
Commiſſion, and fully ſubdued all his Lord's 
Enemies, he refigns his Office, and returns to 
his former Station. In like Manner Chriſt, who 
was ſent by the Father, to ſubdue his Enemies, 
and to redeem Mankind from the Dominion of 
Sin and Death, after he has fully executed this 
Commiſſion, and put down all Rule, and all Au- 
thority and Power, is repreſented, as delivering up 
the Kingdom to God, even the Father. And to ſhew 
that no Power ſhall remain oppoſite to, or inde- 
pendent of that of God, the Apoſtle adds that the 
Son alſo himſelf ſhall be ſubject unto him that put all 
things under him, that God may be all in all. But 
how ſhall he be /ubjef? as a Son to the Father, 
acting always agreeably to his Will, and having 


a P. go, b 1 Cor. xv. 24 &c. 
no 
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no Power, but what is included in that of the 
Father. And what ſhall he then deliver up? 
only his mediatorial Office, or rather only ſuch 
Parts of it, as ſhall then have receiv'd their Ac- 
compliſhment, when all Enemies are put under 
his Feet. For we read in other Scriptures that 
* of his Kingdom there ſhall be no End, that * bis 
Dominion is an nn Dominion, and bis 
Throne for ever and ever. 


* But we are told that our Lord ſpeaks f the 


Supertoriy of God the Father in general Words — 
* the Father is greater than I. — But theſe Words 
muſt be interpreted by the Context, and Occa- 
ſion on which they were ſpoken. They were 
ſpoken by our Saviour, while here on Earth, and 
with Deſign to comfort his Diſciples, troubled 
at the Proſpect of his approaching Departure. — 
Let not your Heart be troubled, neither let it be 
afraid — If ye loud me, ye would rejoyce, becauſe I 
ſaid, I go unto the Father : for my Father is great- 
er than 1. — He ſpeaks of himſelf not as God, 
but as a Man, now about to leave the World, 
and go unto his Father, He bids them rejoyce at 
his Departure, becauſe it would be the Means of 
adyancing him to an higher Condition, than that 


a Lal. i. 33. b Dan. vii. 14. c Heb. i. 8. d See 
Chry/off. Hom, Hammond, Whitby, Grotius, Annot. Pearſon on 
the Creed, P. 152. e P. 97. f Fob. xiv. 28. g Ib. v. 27. 
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in which, as Man, he now was. He acted here 
only in an inferior Capacity, and could do no 
more than what he was commiſſion'd by his Fa- 
ther here to do. And therefore his Return to his 
Father muſt contribute to his Advancement, and 
give him greater Power to protect and reward 
his Diſciples. * Dr. Hammond thus paraphraſes 
the Words — If ye were kind to me, ye would have 
book d upon it with Foy, as on a Means of dignify- 
ing me, for he that ſent is, as ſuch, greater than I 
who am ſent by him. And ſo my returning to my 
Father muſt needs be the advancing me to a higher 
Condition than that which now I am in, — I am 
ſenſible that many of the ancient Writers, both 
before, and fince the Council of Nice, have in- 
terpreted this Text of our Lord's Divine Nature. 
They ſay that the Son may, even with regard to 
his Divine Nature, be ſaid to be inferior to the 
Father, as being the Second Perſon, and receiving 
his Eſſence from the F/+. 
© Another Argument our Author draws from 
ſuch Texts of Scripture, as ſpeak of Chriſt's being 
a See alſo Whitby, Grotius, Annot. Dr. Twells's Sermon on 
the Text. b Tertu/lian in particular thus ſpeaks — Dico non 
tamen diverſitate alium Filium à Patre, ſed diſtributione, diviſio- 
ne alium, ſed diſtinctione: quia non fit idem Pater & Filius == 
Pater enim tota ſubſtantia eſt, Filius vero derivatio totius & por- 
tio, ſicut ipſe proſitetur, Quia Pater major me eff, Adv. Prax. : 


Cap. 9. See alſo Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. iv. C. 2, — Pearſon 
on the Creed, P. 34. c P. 102 &c. exalted 
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exalted to Joy and Glory, and for the ſuffering of 
Death croum d with Glory and Honour. Then, 
according to this Eſſay, inſtead of the Portion of 
Iſrael, which had been before the Line or Boundary 
of his Inheritance, he had now Power given him 
over all Fleſh: then was all Judgment committed 
to him, which is the great Obligation of all Duty. 
And on this Account he becometh our God; and 
Honour, Worſhip, and Adoration, become due to 
him. — Such an Objection would come well out 
of the Mouth of a Socinian, who holds Yeſus 
Chriſt to have been a mere Man, but exalted to 
divine Power and Glory after his Reſurrection 
and Aſcenſion. But this Eflay-Writer cannot fo 
conſiſtently urge it: it proves againſt himſelf, 
and overthrows his whole Doctrine of the Trinity. 
He owns that the Son created the World, though 
moſt unaccountably he denies Duty, or Worſhip, 
to be owing to him on this Account. He ſpeaks 
indeed very tenderly on this Point. — * The Son 
was employed in our Creation : and he becometh our 
God, not ſo much on this Account, as becauſe all 
Judgment is committed unto him. So that poſſibly 
he might be in ſome ſmall Degree our God be- 
fore. But let me deſire him to look back to 
what he has been proving from the ancient He- 
brews, and the Old Teſtament. He has ſhewn 


as P. 99 e. DF. 10h 
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that the Son of God was Jehovah, and worſhipp'd 


as ſuch, before ever there was ſuch a People as 
Iſrael. * He has made it manifeſt beyond all Doubr, 
that one of the three Men, who was left alone in 
Converſation with Abraham, is call'd Jehovah, and 
the Judge of all the Earth. It is plain therefore 
that all Judgment was committed to the Son long 
before his Incarnation : and that he was in the 
Times of Abraham (J may ſay, before Abraham 
was) not only the Overſeer, Viſiter, or Regarder of 
Abraham, or of the Children of Iſrael yet unborn, 
but the Judge of all the Earth. We find too 
that Hagar call d the Name of Jehovah that ſpale 
to her, Thou God ſeeſt me. He was therefore the 
God of Hagar. He was alſo © the God of Iſaac, 
and Jacob, and worſhipp'd as ſuch by them, 
Our Author has alſo diligently enquir'd into the 
Opinions of the ancient Hebrews, and finds that, 
according to them, from the Beginning, before 
the Creation of this World, there was, after the 
Eſſence of the All-powerful God, an Head or Chief, 
* call'd a Second Eſſence, a Second God, and that 
after this Second Eſſence came the Holy Spirit, who 
obtain'd the third Place, and that to him the He- 
brew Divines, after that God, who is over all, and 
after his firſt-born Wiſdom, paid divine Worſhip. 

a P. 55. b P. 54. Gen. xvi. 13. c Gen. xxvi. 23. d xxvill. 
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And he quotes Philo (who, I preſume, never 
knew or thought of any Power conferr'd on the 
Son as a Reward of his Sufferings) as ſaying that 
God had committed the Care of all things to his Son. 
* He afterwards introduces the Egyptians, Pytha- 
goreans, and Platoniſts, as holding a Trinity of Per- 
ons in Subordination to one another, talking of 
a Second God, and a Third God: and the ortho- 
dox Porphyry is quoted, as ſaying, that e E. 
ſence of God reaches as far as Three Perſons. I 
ſhould be glad to be inform'd how theſe ancient 
Hebrews, Egyptians, Pythagoreans, and Platoniſts 
came by theſe Notions ; as alſo how our Author 
will reconcile them with thoſe, which he now 
draws from the New Teſtament. How could the 
Son of God be God from the Beginning, and ac- 
knowledg'd as ſuch, from the Times of the Pa- 
triarchs, both by Hebrews and other Nations, E- 
gyptians, Pythagoreans, and Platonſts, and yet 
for many Ages be a God only over the Jews, 
having 1/rael only for his Portion, as other Angels 
were appointed to preſide over other Nations, and 

not made a God to the reſt of the World till long 

after the Time of theſe Egyptians, Pythagoreans, 

and Platoniſts ? Or what muſt we think of a Tri- 
nity of Gods, one uncreated, the other two created ; 


a P. 4+ db. 1s. e PF. it. CFCs 


&c. 47 &c. 
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one only properly call'd God, the other two pre- 
carious and temporary Gods, the Second for ma- 
ny Years God over one ſmall Spot of the World, 
at laſt made @ God over Men and Angels, and 
over the Third God: which Third God, when 
how, or why, he became God, this Author has 
not been yet pleas'd to inform us. But it ſeems 
he feels in himſelf a ſtrong Taſte for thinking free- 
ly, deſerting the high Road, and walking in the o- 
pen Fields: it is then no Wonder that he ſome- 
times loſes his Way. Crooked Paths indeed 
hath he choſe to walk in, ſuch as no Man ever 
trode before him. — Such a Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity I believe he will ſcarce find either among 
Fews or .Heathens : it is neither agreeable 70 the 
Light of Nature and Reaſon, nor to the Scriptures 
either of Old or New Teſtament. © We have al- 
ready frequently had Occaſion to obſerve that the 
Texts he has produc'd from the Goſpels every 
one of them proclaim our Saviour God before his 
Reſurrection and Aſcenſion : St. John has writ 
our Author's Confutation in three Words — ets 
1» 6 Ages — the Word was God. 

With regard then to the Texts alledg'd this 
Author muſt either with us look out for ſome 
other Explication of them, or elſe retract all the 


a See P. 111. b See Thoughts on Self-Love &c. P. 14. 
c See above P. 4, 5, 26, 80. | 
reſt 
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reſt of this learned Eſay. And this we need not 
be much at a Loſs for. We have no Occaſion 
to go any farther than the Scriptures here cited. 
We read Job. xvii. 5. that our Saviour, now on 
his Departure from the World, pray'd to his Fa- 
ther to glorifie him with the Glory, which he had 
with him before the World was. Our Lord there- 
fore (*as this Author alſo acknowledges) had Glo- 
ry with the Father before the World was: and the 
Glory with which he was afterwards glorified, was 
the ſame which he had before. He had there- 
fore then no new Divinity conferr'd upon him. 
Again, * if we look into the Epiſtle to the He- 
brews, we ſhall find the Superiority of the Sen 
over all Angels aſſerted in very ſtrong Terms. 
* Afterwards we read — thou madeſt him a little 
lower than the Angels — or, as the Words may 
better be render'd — for à little Time lower than 
the Angels. The Son of God therefore, before his 
Incarnation, was ſuperior to all Angels, and con- 
ſequently no Angel, but was God, and was wor- 
ſhipp d by the Angels, He therefore had a Name 
above every Name, was crown'd with Glory and 
Honour, and all things were in Subjettion to him, i 
before he came into the World. | 


| 
| 
| 
; 
ö 
ö 
| 
| 
þ 


Laſtly, in another Paſſage cited by our Au- 
thor from Phil. ii. 6 &c. we read that Chriſt Je- 


a P. 102,109, b Heb. i and ii. c ii. 7. d Ib. i. 6, 8. 
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ſus, before he roof upon him the Form of a Ser- 
vant, and was made in the Likeneſs of Men, was 
in the Form of God, and thought it not Robbery to 
be equal with God. I ſhall not here enter. into a 
critical Diſpute about the Senſe of theſe Words, 
but refer the Reader to * ſuch Authors, as have 

treated of them more at large. It may be ſuffi- 
cient here to obſerve, Firſt, that it appears from 
hence that our Lord had an Exiſtence before his 
Incarnation, and that he was then zn the Form of 
God. And as in the next Verſe his taking upon 
him the Form of a Servant, ſignifies his becoming 
really and truly a Servant, ſo his being in the 
Form of God in all Reaſon ought to be interpreted 
to ſignifie his being really and truly God. Se- 
condly, the ſeventh Verſe runs thus in the Ori- 
ginal — AN £aurov £xevwoe, pop N N, 6 
opuerwuart dp wyevueres — But be emptied 
himſelf, taking upon him the Form of a Servant, 
being made in the Likeneſs of Men. — Where we 
may obſerve that he then took upon him the Form 
of a Servant, when he was made in the Likeneſs 
of Men. The Word Servant does not then ex- 
preſs the low Condition in which he appear'd on 
Earth: this is afterwards expreſs'd in the next 


a See Pearſon on the Creed, P. 121 Ke. Hammond, Annot. 
Bull. Op. P. 395 &c. Dr. Materland's Sermon on the Text. 
Dr, Warren Conc. ad Cler. ; 
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Verſe, as ſubſequent to his taking our Nature 
upon him — And being found in Faſhion as a 
Man be humbled himſelf &c. — The Word Ser- 
vant is oppos'd to the Word God: he was be- 
fore in the Form of God, but he diveſted himſelf 
of his Glory, and was content to take upon him 
the Form of a Servant. He was therefore before 
no Servant, and conſequently no Creature, but the 
Son of God, of the ſame Nature with his Father. 
What Addition then could he receive to his 
Glory? What Exaltation is here in the follow- 
ing Verſes ſpoken of? This may be, and has 
been explain'd ſeveral Ways agreeably to the 
Doctrine contain'd in the foregoing Verſes. Some 
think that the Exaltation here ſpoken of relates 
only to Chriſt's Human Nature. His Divinity 
could receive no Addition of Glory : but his Hu- 
man Nature might be, and was exalted at his Aſ- 


cenſion. It is well obſerv'd by an ingenious - 


Perſon engag'd with me in this Controverſy, that 
the Salvation of Mankind does not depend upon the 
Exaltation of a God, or of any other Being, but of 
Man only, who fell from God by Sin, and through 
the Man Chriſt Feſus is re-umted to him. Accord- 
ingly it is here ſaid that at the Name of Jeſus e- 
very Knee ſhould bow, and that every Tongue ſhcula 
confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord. Again in the 


a Mr. Jones's Full Anſwer, P. 139. b Heb. ii. 9, 6, 7. 
Epiſtle 


— A 


96 A Vindication of the 


Epiſtle to the Hebrews we read that Jeſus, who 
ſuffer'd Death, Man, the Son of Man, was crown'd 
with Glory and Honour. And this Exaltation of 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus is a very proper Motive to 
raiſe our Hopes, and encourage our Obedience: 
and is ſo applied by the Apoſtle. — For both be 
that ſanthifieth, and they who are ſanctiſied are all 
of one. — Seeing then that we have a great High- 
Prieſt that is paſs d into the Heavens, Jeſus the Son 
of God, let us hold faſt our Profeſſion. For we have 
not an High-Prieſt, which cannot be touch'd with 
the feeling of our Infirmities, but was in all Points 
tempted hike as we are. 

Others ſuppoſe this Exaltation of Chriſt to ſig- 
nifie not ſo much any Acceſſion of Glory, which 
he himſelf could receive, as the Manifeſtation 
of his Glory to Mankind. The true Religion 
before the Coming of Chriſt was confin'd to a 
ſmall Part of the World: the Diſtinction of Per- 
ſons in the Godhead was but obſcurely reveal'd to 
the Jews, and but little, if at all, known to the 
Gentile Word. But the Reſurrection and Aſcen- 
ſion of Chriſt was a Means of ſpreading the true 
Religion throughout the World, and bringing 
all Nations to acknowledge the Glory and Divi- 
nity of the Son of God. And this is a Senſe, 
which ſome at leaſt of the Texts here cited will 


a Heb. ii. 11. b iv. 14, 15. 
very 
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very well bear. * There was now given him Do- 
minion and Glory, and a Kingdom, that all People, 
Nations, and Languages ſhould ſerve him. — His 
Kingdom was now extended over, and his Pow- 
er acknowledg'd by all the Nations of the Earth, 
and every Tongue brought to confeſs that Feſus 
Chriſt was Lord to the Glory of God the Father. 
Laſtly, others ſuppoſe this Exaltation of Chriſt 
to be both re-inveſting him with the Glory which 
he had before, and alſo conferring on him the 
new Title of Lord and Saviour. They obſerve 
that, when he condeſcended to take our Nature 
upon him, he is ſaid to have emptied himſelf, to 
have been made lower than the Angels: he diveſt- 
ed himſelf of every outward Mark of Majeſty 
and Greatneſs ; he came not with any Pomp of 
Oſtentation, but appear'd in the Likeneſs of Men, 
and ſubmitted to Reproach, Perſecution, and 
Death. But on his Aſcenſion the Father again 
glorified him with the Glory, which he had with 
him before the World was : he then re-inforc'd 
his rightful Claim of Homage, and commanded 
Heaven and Earth, Angels and Men to worſhip 
and acknowledge him, and that not only as the 
Lord and Creator of all things, but as the Saviour 
and Redeemer of Mankind. In Reward of his 
Humiliation he receiv'd a new relative Title of 
a Dan. vii. 14. 
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Dignity and Honour, and was made in a new 

Senſe our Lord. Accordingly we read in Scrip- 

ture that he was made both Lord and Chriſt : but 

we no where read that he was made God. And 

this Senſe agrees very well with the Words of 
the Apoſtle — Wherefore God alſo bath highly e 
alted him, and given him a Name which is above 
every Name: that at the Name of Teſus every Knee 
ſhould bow, of things in Heaven, and things in 
Earth, and things under the Earth ; and that every 
Tongue ſhould confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord, to 
the Glory of God the Father. * 

Another Point our Author ſeems to lay ſome 
Streſs on, is, that our Lord, during the Time of 
his Continuance here upon Earth, 1s repreſented all 
along as being under the Guidance and Condutt of 
the Holy Spirit : but what he would infer from 


hence, or how it any Way ſerves his Purpoſe, I 


cannot eaſily underſtand. This has been urg'd 
as an Argument by Crellius and other Socinians: 
they argue, that, if Jeſus Chriſt had been really 
God, he could not have needed the Aſſiſtance of 
the Holy Spirit, nor would have had any Occa- 
ſion for a Guide, or Conductor. And this Ob- 
jection comes very conſiſtently from them, who 
deny both the Divinity of our Lord, and the 


a See Pearſon, Bull, Vaterland, as before. Dr. Tackſon's 
Works, Vol. iii. B. 11. C. 2. b P. 109 &c. 
Perſonality- 
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means to draw any ſuch Inference ( and, if this 
is not his Meaning, to what Purpoſe is this Ob- 
ſervation made?) it affects his own Scheme, and 
proves againſt himſelf. For, if there is a Sub- 
ordination of Power between the Three Perſons of 
the Trinity, * and the divine Logos has been from 
all Ages better and ſuperior to the Holy Spirit, it 
may concern him, as well as us, to ſhew how 
he could want his Aſſiſtance in the Execution of 
his Office. He will ſay, perhaps, that, by being 
made Man, he emptied himſelf, and diveſted himſelf 
of that Glory of his antecedent State, which he had 
with the Father, before the World was. The very 
ſelf ſame Thing ſay we: but then (as I juſt now 
ſaid) why was this Obſervation here introduc'd ? 
and what is it deſign'd to prove? This is indeed 
a very old Objection. © We find it in Juſtin Mar- 
tyr urg d by Tryphon the Jew. Tryphon quotes 
the Paſſage in 1aiah, where tis ſaid — * there ſhall 
come forth a Rod out of the Stem of Feſſe &c. and 
the Spirit of the Lord ſhall reſt upon him. You df 
firm, ſaith be, that theſe things are ſpoken of Chriſt, 
and you ſay that he exiſted before as God. But how 
can you ſhew that he jo exiſted, whoſe Defects were 
ſupplied by the Powers of the Holy Spirit, as if be 
ſtord in Need of them? To this Juſtin replies at 


a T.a808. BF a. ec os CRE 
1 large. 
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large. He owns the Queſtion to be a prudent and 
proper one: [proper in the Mouth of a Few, or 
Socinian, but not coming quite ſo properly from 
our Author] but ſays that theſe Powers are ſaid to 
reſt upon our Lord, not becauſe he ſtood in Need of 
them, but to ſigniſie to us, that theſe Powers, which 
were given ſingly, or in ſmall Meaſure to the Pro- 
phets, all of them abundantly ſhone forth in him; and 
that at his Baptiſm the Holy Spirit viſibly deſcended 
upon him, not that he ſtood in Need of it, any more 
than he did of Baptiſm ; but for the Sake of Man- 
kind, and that all Men might know that he was the 
Chriſt, This is the Subſtance of Juſtin's Anſwer, 
Jrencus alſo quotes the ſame Prophecy from J. 
ſaiab, and another parallel Paſſage from his ſixty 
firſt Chapter. And he thus explains them — As 
the Word of God was Man, of the Root of Jeſſe, and 
Son of Abraham, the Spirit of God reſied upon him, 
and he was anointed to preach the Goſpel to the Poor. 
But, as he was God, he judg'd not after the Sight 
of his Eyes, neither reprov'd after the Hearing of 
his Ears. For he needed not that any ſhould teſtifie 
of Man : for he knew what was in Man. Theſe 
a Nam ſeeundum id quod Verbum Dei Homo erat, ex radice 
Feſſe, & filius Abrahe, ſecundum hoe regquieſcebat Spiritus Dei 
Super eum, & ungebatur ad evangelizandum humilibus. Secundum 
autem quod Deus erat, non ſecundum gloriam judicabat, neque ſe- 
candum loquelam arguebat : non enim opus erat illi ut quis teſtimo- 
nium diceret de Homine, cum ipſe ſciret quid et in Homine. Lib. 
334. C, 10. P. 214, moſt 
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moſt ancient Writers then, we ſee, thought that 
Jeſus Chriſt was God, and that his acting under 
the Guidance and Conduct of the Holy Spirit was 
no way derogatory to his Divinity. In Confor- 
mity therefore to their Sentiments, we ſay that 
our Saviour, as God, could do all things by the 
Word of his Power : but as the Meſſiah, as a Pro- 
phet ſent from God the Father, he, like other Pro- 
phets, receiv'd Power and Commiſſion from the 
Father, was in a viſible Manner inveſted with ſuch 


Commiſſion, and anointed with the Holy Spirit. 


On this Account he may be ſaid to have been 
led by the Spirit, * to have been full of the Holy 
Ghoſ?, to have done Miracles by the Spirit of God, 
and in the Power of the Spirit: though many of 
theſe Expreſſions may poſſibly ſignifie only his 
own Divine Power and Nature. And ſo alſo in 
Heb. ix. 14. here quoted, by the eternal Spirit we 
may moſt reaſonably underſtand Chriſt's Divine 
Nature. The Word Spirit ſeems alſo to bear 
the ſame Senſe in the two other Texts here quo- 
ted, from the Epiſtle to the Romans, and from 
the firſt Epiſtle of St. Peter. 

In this latter Text after mention of the Spirit, 
which Sirit our Author ſuppoſes to be the Holy 


a Matt. iv. 1. b Luk. iv. 1. e Matt. xii. 28. d Lak. iv. 
14. e See Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. P. 19. Grot. in Mar. ii. 8. 
f See Locke Not. on Rom. i. 4. Hammond Paraph. See alſo Mar. 
ü. 8. in, lit, 16. Pet. iii. 18 &c. 2 
ii. 8, and 1 Tin. iii, 16. g 1 Pet. iii. 18 &c Spirit, 
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Spirit, St. Peter adds — By which alſo he [Chriſt] 
went and preach'd unto the Spirits in Priſon, which 
ſometime «ere diſobedient — in the Days of Neab. 
* And yet in the very next Sentence this Writer 
tells us that 77 does not appear either in the Old or 
New Teſtament, that the Logos had any Power o- 
ver the Holy Spirit, till after his Aſcenſion. 80 
little Care does he take to be conſiſtent with him- 
ſelf. This then is his Doctrine of the Trinity, a 
Trinity of Three Perſons who have been from all 
Ages in eſſential Subordination one to the other, 
and yet one of them had no Power over the other 
till about 1700 Years ago. How will he recon- 
cile this new Doctrine with that of his Hebrew 
Drvines, © who teach us that this Holy Spirit, ob- 
taining the third Place, confers on thoſe, who are 
inferior to him, thoſe excellent Virtues, which be 
himſelf receiv'd from another, to wit, from the di- 
vine Logos, his Better and Superior. And this ſame 
Doctrine he has been labouring alſo to prove from 
the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament. * He would 
perſwade us that, when tis ſaid Jehovab rain d 
upon Sodom and Gomorrab Brimſtone and Fire from 
Jebovab out of Heaven, the former Jebovab was 
the Third Perſon, and the other the Second Perſon 
in the Trinity. And yet now he tells us that / 
appears neither in the Old nor New Teſtament, that 


a P. 111. b SeeP.122andi3zz2. c See P. 42. d P. 73. 
the 
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the Logos had any Power over the Holy Spirit, till 
after his Aſcenſion. In the Old Teſtament perhaps 
the Diſtinction of the Perſons in the Trinity, and 
their ſeveral Offices, may not be ſo clearly and 
diſtinctly reveal'd. But it appears plainly from 
the New that our Lord had the fame Power over 
the Holy Spirit before his Aſcenſion, that he had 
after it. As after his Aſcenſion he ſent forth the 
moſt plentiful Effuſion of the Holy Spirit on the 
Day sf Pentecoſt, * ſo, while on Earth, he breath d 
on his Apoſtles, and ſaid unto them, Receive ye the 
Holy Ghoſt. * And St. Peter tells us, that the Spi- 
rit of Chriſt, which was in the Prophets, teſtified 
beforehand the Sufferings of Chriſt, and the Glory 
that ſhould follow : by which it is evident (as Dr. 
Scott argues) that long before Chriſt came, this Spi- 
rit was his, and that he acted by him. Laſtly, our 
Saviour himſelf thus ſpeaks of the Spirit of Truth 
— * He ſhall receive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it unto 
you. All things that the Father hath are mine: 
therefore ſaid I, that he ſhall take of mine, and ſhall 
ſhew it unto you. — Our Lord here attributes to 
himſelf, and challenges as his own, all things that 
the Father hath, and that in the preſent Tenſe — 
All things that the Father hath are mine. — All 
therefore which the Spirit receiv' d, all his Gifts 


a Jab. xx. 22. b 1 fu. L 11. e Chin. L Vel. iL 
P. 593. d Fob. xvi. 14, 15. 
and 
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and Graces, were even then, before his Reſur- 
rection and Aſcenſion, our Lord's own, and con- 
ſequently the Holy Spirit was then ſubordinate to 
him in the ſame Senſe and Degree, in which he 
has been ever fince. * * 

As to the Texts here alledg'd, they prove no- 
thing more than that, according to God's Appoint- 


ment, the extraordinary Gifts of the Holy Spirit, 
which were to enable the Apoſtles to preach, and 


confirm the Truth of the Goſpel, were not to be 
conferr'd till after our Lord was taken up into 
Heaven. 

I hope I have now ſufficiently eſtabliſh'd the 
Divinity of the Son of God, and vindicated it from 
our Author's Exceptions. I can find nothing here 
objected againſt the Divinity of the Holy Spirit, 
d at leaſt nothing but what has been already ob- 
viated. I need not therefore, I preſume, enter on 
any diſtinct Proof of this Doctrine: but ſhall be 
content to reſt it on what has been already ſaid 
with regard to the Form of Baptiſm. We have 
been baptiꝝ d in the Name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, and therefore think 
ourſelves oblig'd to acknowledge every Perſon by 
bimſelf to be God and Lord. 


2 See Waterlands Sermons, P. 186 &, b See P. I. P. 83 &c. 
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Pt. I. P.6. I. 4. for he read be. P. 15. l.7. r. and. P. 16 
I. 19. r. Trinity? P. 17. I. 25. r. a P. 26. I. 3. r. ſelf. P 
32. 1. 24. put a Comma after People, P. 41. after note h add 
ſee Tertull. de carne Chriſti C. xiv. P. 48. I. 23. r. &id:@-. P 
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thus beſpeaks the Iſraelites r. ſays to them. P. 71. 1. 75 r. Scrip 
tures, P. 73. 1.15. for 14 r. 13. P. 95. I. 19. r. Angels? 
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P. 51. 1.21. r. can. P. 53. 1.8. r. walt? P. 54. put comm 
after to, P. 64. I. 5. r. tor. P. 70. I. 10. r. Title. I. 21. r. pa 
rallel. P. 97. 1.9. after both, add the. P. 102. r. Superior? 


Pt. III. P. 22. 1.26, r. os. P. 23. 1.19. after God, add 
P. 29. 1.17. r. irn. P. 30. I. 23. r. isv. i 26. r. EAA. 
28. r. læx Hs. P. 58. I. 25. T. pnrvickey. A 59. I. 24. r. % 
1. 26. r. &u@oiv. P.63. Not. after Cumberland, «dd Dr Bentley 
P. 66. 1. 25. for Hermeti r. Eguf ib. r. auray. I. 27. r. Abammon 
P. 68. I. 22. r. coarſe, P. 75. I. 27. r. ir. P. 83. 1.27 
after that add the Chriſtian Writers of. P. 86. 1. 11. for Profe 
ſors r. Profeſſions. 


Shortly will be publiſh'd an Appendix to this Vindica 
tion with ſome Remarks on the Dedication prefix'c 


to the Eſſay. 


VINDICATION 


OF THE 


DocrRINE of the Trinity &c. 


Have now gone through two Parts of 
my Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trint- 
ty, and have examined all the Objections in 
this Eſſay drawn from the Old and New 


Teſtament : I ſhall now willingly proceed to an 


Enquiry into the Sentiments of the Primitive Fa- 
thers of the Church, as (* with our Author) I 
think it very proper and uſeful to conſult tbem in 
ſuch Points, and eſteem them as the beſt Guides 
we can follow, where any Doubts may ariſe a- 
bout the Senſe of Scripture. 1 
But our Eſſay- Writer ſeems to enter on this 
Enquiry with great Diffidence and Unwilling- 
neſs. He opens and cloſes it with a Proteſt. * He 
begins with a Caution, that their Opinion ought to 


have no Weight againſt the expreſs Difates either 
of Reaſon, or Revelation: and in the Cloſe he 
tells us that for his own Part be will (and pray 


who will not?) readily give up the Fallibility of 
the Primitive Fathers, and whoever will but give 
bimſelf the Trouble of perufing their Writings will. 


a P.144-  D ET. Sid. --- cat. 312k 


ſoon 
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ſoon be convinc d of what nobody ever denied, that 
they were fallible Men. Nor does he ſeem to 
have given himſelf much Trouble, or indeed any 
Trouble, of this Kind. Not one Quotation has 
he given us from any of theſe Writings, but on- 
ly a Liſt of Names, and that exactly ſuch as he 
found it in Dr. Cudworth : but tells us it ſeems 
needleſs to produce any Quotations, as this Point is 
plainly given up by three of the moſt learned Per- 
ſons of the laſt Age &c. — A ſhort Anſwer this to 
the many learned Authors who have treated on 
this Subject. — But ſurely it would have been as 
much to the Purpoſe to give us ſome Quotations 
from theſe Writers, as from Philo the Jeu, Iam- 
Blichus, Simplicius, and Porpbyry. And it might 
as well concern us to know what was the Opi- 
nion of the Primitive Chriſtian Church, as what 
was maintain'd by the ancient Egyptians, Pytha- 
goreans, and Platoniſis, At leaſt he ſhould not 
call it an Enquiry into the Sentiments of the Pri- 
mitive Fathers, when he has gone no farther than 
only juſt to enquire their Names. The Witneſ- 
ſes are in Being, and able to ſpeak for them- 
ſelves : and therefore we are not to take their E- 
vidence from the Report of others. 

But to our great Surprize we find Bp. Bull 
himſelf among the learned Perſons, who have 


P. 115. b Intell. Syſt, P. 595. Ed. Lond. 1678. 
8 plainly 
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plainly given up this Point, though he has wrote 
a large and learned Treatiſe purpoſely to prove 
this Point, and to ſhew that the Nicene Faith of 
a co- eternal and conſubſtantial Trinity was held by 
all the Primitive Writers. And this very Quo- 
tation from him, as it ſtands * here, is fo far 
from giving up this Point, that it maintains and 
inſiſts on it. It expreſſly affirms that Origen was 
really Catholick in the Article of the Sacred Trini- 
ty, and it plainly implies that, as he was really 
Catholick in this Article, ſo were all the other Fa- 
thers, who hiv'd before the Council of Nice; and 
that, as he only expreſs'd himſelf differently from 
the preſent Catholicks in his manner of explaining 
the Article, ſo did the other Ante-mcene Fathers, 
though they might in ſome Particulars differ from 
us in their Expreſſions, yet hold the very ſame 
Dactrine that we do. 

The Apology made for this Quotation is ſtill 
more extraordinary than the Quotation itſelf. It 
having been ſaid in Anſwer to the Eſay, that 
the Biſhop's real Sentiments are not truly repreſent- 
ed in this Citation, and that this might be ſeen by 
comparing it with Sect. g of the Prommium to his 
Defenſio Fidei Nicenæ, the Defender replies. — 


a P. 119. See Bulli Def. Fid: Nic Sect. ii. C. ix. F. 22. b Nan 
hodi? Catholici ſolent — which ſhould have been tranſlated — thax 
the Catholicks now do, c Defence of the Eſſay, P. 50. 


A 2 If 
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1f Bp. Bull is of a contrary Opinion in his Proæ- 
mum of his Defenſio Fidei Nicene to what he is in 
the afore-mention'd Quotation, it is the Buſineſs of 
his Friends to reconcile his Inconfiftencies, but not 
of the Author of the Eſſay. — Not quite ſo faſt 
good Mr. Defender. I believe it will be much 
more difficult for the Enemies of this excellent 
Writer to find out Inconfiſtencies in his Works, 
than for his Friends to reconcile them. We do 
not charge the Eſſay-Writer with producing a 
Paſſage from the Biſhop inconſiſtent with what 
he ſays elſewhere: (though, if this were the 
Caſe, we might ſurely be allow'd to explain one 
Paſſage by comparing it with another) nor do 
we accuſe him of miſquoting, or miſtranſlating, 
his Author: but of producing a Quotation, which, 
in his own Tranſlation proves the dire& contrary 
of what it is here brought to prove. And, as to 
the other Paſſage, if this Defender had given 
himſelf the Trouble of reading it before he cen- 
ſurd it, he muſt have ſeen that it is not only 
conſiſtent with the afore-mention'd Quotation, 
but that it is the very ſame Thing ſaid in almoſt 
the ſame Words. * In his Preface the Biſhop 


a Scilicet hie operis & inczpti noſtri ſcopus, hoc inſtitutum 
eſt, ut clare oſtendamus, quod de Filii Divinitate contra Arium 
alioſque hæreticos ſtatuerunt Patres Niceni (quanquam aliis for- 
taſſe nonnunquam verbis alioque loquendi modo) docuiſſe Patres 

. ac 
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tells us that it is the Deſign of his Work to ſhew 
clearly that the Ante-nicene Fathers, one and all, 
taught the very ſame thing concerning the Son's Di- 
vinity, which the Nicene Council did, though ſome- 
times perhaps in other Words, and in another Man- 
ner of Expreſſion. * And the ſelf-ſame thing he 
ſays particularly of Origen, and in general of all 
the other Ante-nicene Writers, in the Paſſage 
here before .us. I have given both Paſſages in 
the Margin, that the Reader may compare them. 
The Purport indeed of this whole Chapter in Bp. 
Bull's Defence is to ſhew that Origen held the 
Nicene Faith : to this End he vindicates all ſuch 
Expreſſions in his Works, as have been thought 
liable to Exception, ſhews from the Context, 
from other Paſſages in his Writings, and from 
the Uſe of the like Expreſſions in other Writers, 
who liv'd both before, and ſince the Council of 
Nice, that theſe Expreſſions not only will bear, 
but muſt be underſtood in, an orthodox Senſe. 
The fame he has done with the greateſt Learn- 


ac DoQtores Eccleſiæ probatos, ad unum omnes, qui ante tempor 
Synodi Nicænæ ab ips3 uſque Apoſtolorum ætate floruerunt. 

a Dum allata ſuperids Origenis loca attentiùs perpendo, ita me- 
cum ſtatuo: Patrem illum, tot Theologorum qui veterum, qui 
recentiorum cenſuris vexatum, in Articulo de Filii Divinitate, ad- 
edque de S. Trinitate, reveri Catholicum fuiſſe: quanquam in 
modo Articulum  explicandi aliter nonnunquam locutus fuerit, 
quam hodie Catholici ſolent, quod ipfi cum reliquis fere omnibus 
Patribus, qui Concilium Nicænum anteceſſerunt, commune fuit. 

ing, 


6 A Vindication of the 


ing, Judgment, and Candor, by all the other 
Ante-nicene Fathers, And yet this Eflay-W riter, 
and his notable Defender, would perſwade us 
that this learned Perſon has plainly given up this 
Point, in Contradiction to the whole Purport of 
the Chapter, and the expreſs Words, and plain 
Meaning of the very Paſſage here produc'd, and 
in Defiance of the avow'd Deſign of the whole 
Treatiſe, and very Title of the Book. If ſuch a 
Method of quoting comes in Vogue, we may 
ſoon expect to ſee Mr. Chillingworth introduc'd 
as an Advocate for Popery, and Mr. Hooker as an 
Abettor of Schiſm. Nay I may, for ought I 
know, be my ſelf appeal'd to by theſe Writers, 
as a Witneſs on their Side: for I have ſaid the 
very ſame thing which Bp. Bull here ſays, and 
intend ſoon to ſay it again. And yet I have not, 
nor ſhall I, give up this Point: but doubt not 
but that I ſhall be able to maintain it againſt all 
their Attempts. | 

Our Author indeed himſelf ſeems ſenſible that 
this Paſſage is not much to his Purpoſe, for he 
immediately adds. — * 4s for Dr. Cudworth be 
does not only give up the Primitive Fathers in their 
Expreſſions, but alſo in their Meaning. — Which 
plainly implies that Bp. Bull had not given them 
up in their Meaning, but only in their Expreſ- 


a See Pt. I. P. 22. b P. 120. 
ions. 
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fans. But I thought he was enquiring, not into 
the Language, but into the Sentiments of the Pri- 
mitive Fathers, and was here attempting to prove 


that * they agreed with him in his Doctrine, and 


not only in ſome particular Expreſſions. This Point 
therefore, that the Aute-nicene Fathers agreed with 
him in his Doctrine, is (according to himſelf) not 
given up by one of theſe learned Perſons. 

He may perhaps have better Succeſs with a- 
nother of them, the diſcerning Dr. Cudworth, 
»The Paſſage here quoted from him, as it ſtands 
by itſelf, may poſſibly ſeem to favour our Au- 
thor. But, if we look into Dr. Cudworth, we 
ſhall find not only a full Confutation of what he 
here advances, but of every thing almoſt which 
follows in this Eſay. The Dr, having treated at 
large of the Trinity of the ancient Platoniſie, con- 
cludes thus. — e bave now given a full Ac- 
count of the true and genuine Platonick, and Par- 
menidian, or Pythagorick Trinity, from which it 
may clearly appear, how far it either agreeth, or 
diſagreeth with the Chriſtian. Firſt therefore, 
though ſome of the latter Platoniſis have partly miſ- 
underſtood, and partly adulterated that ancient Ca- 
bala of the Trinity, as was before declar d, con- 
founding the Differences between Gad. and the' © 
Creature, and thereby laying a Foundation for in- 


a P. 115. b P. 120. e Intell, Syſt, P. 5 71. 
ſinite 
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finite Polytheiſm ; yet did Plato himſelf, and ſoms 
of his genuine Followers, ( though living before 
Chriſtianity) approach ſo near to the Doctrine theres 
of, as in ſome Manner to correſpond therewith in 
thoſe three Fundamentals before mention d: Firſt, 
in not making” a meer Trinity of Names and Words, 
or of Logical Notions, and inadequate Cunceptions 
of one and the ſame Thing, but a Trinity of Hypoſ+ 
taſes, or Subſiſtences, or Perſons. Secondly, in ma- 
king none of their Tree Hypoſtaſes to be Creatures, 
but all eternal, neceſſarily exiſtent, and untverſal, 
infinite, omm potent, and Creators of the whole 
Werld; which is all one in #he Senſe of the Ancients, 
as if they ſhould have affirm'd them to be Homoou- 
fian. Laſtly, in ſuppofing theſe Three Divine Hy- 
. poſtaſes, however ſometimes paganically calld Three 
Gods, to be eſſentially One Divinity. — And he 
afterwards tells us that the Generality of Chriſtian 
Doctors for the firft three hundred Years after the 
Apoſtles Times agreed with theſe Platonifts, where 
he gives us a Liſt of theſe Chriſtian Doctors, the 
very ſame which we find here in this Eſſay. We 
ſee then that Dr. Cudworth is ſo far from giving 
up the Primitive Fathers, that he does not give 
uh the Platonifts ; but aſſerts that they held the 
fame Doctrine of the Trinity that we do, a Tri- 
nity of Three P erſons uncreated, eter pal, neceſſari- 


a P. 595. f 
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y exiſtent, and conſubſtantial who were eſſentially 
one Divinity. * And afterwards he ſhews that 
theſe Platoniſis did not make any other, or more Sub- 
ordination, in their Trinity, than the moſt ſeverely or- 
thodox Fathers themſetves. If then our Author 
will acknowledge this to be his Do&rine, we 
will readily allow that all the Ante-nicene Fathers 
univerſally agreed with him in it: but, if his 
Doctrine is the Reverſe of this, neither did theſe 
Fathers agree with him, nor did Dr. Cudworth 
imagine any ſuch thing of them. 

However, I deſire not to diſſemble, or con- 
ceal, what may be thought to make againſt me. 
I ſhall own then that what follows after the a- 
bove-cited Paſſage is not ſo eaſily defenſible. — 
> Notwithſtanding which, there is a manifeſt Diſ- 
agreement alſo betwixt the Platonick Trinity, as de- 
clar'd, and the now-receiv'd Doctrine in tbe Chriſ- 
tian Church, conſiſting in a different Explication of 
the two latter Points mention d. Firſt, becauſe the 
Platoniſts dreum d of no ſuch thing at all as one and 
the ſame numerical Eſſence, or Subſtance, of the 
three Divine Hypoſtaſes. And Secondly, becauſe, 
though they acknowledg'd none of thoſe Hypoſtaſes to 
be Creatures, but all God: yet did they aſſert an 
eſſential Dependence of the Second and Third upon 
the Firſt, together with a certain Gradual Subor- 


a P. 600. 


b P. 592. 
B dination, 


ns 10 A Vindication of the 
ordination, and therefore no abſolute Co-equality. 
— Here I muſt own myſelf at a Loſs to under- 
ſtand what he means by theſe different Explica- 
tions, or how the now-receiv'd Doctrine differs 
from that which he attributes to the PJatomfts. 
The moſt zealous Advocates for a conſubſtantial 
Trinity now hold, and ever have held, the like 
Subordination of the Perſons, which he here makes 
the Doctrine of the Platoniſts. He himſelf ac- 
knowledges that no ſuch thing as what he calls he 
now-receiv'd Doctrine was ever entertain d by the 
Nicene Fathers, and firſt Oppoſers of Arianiſm, or 
by Athanaſius himſelf ; and that it is a Doctrine 
which ſeemeth not to have been own'd by any pub- 
lick Authority in the Chriſtian Church, ſave that of 
the Lateran Council only. * He charges indeed 

I\ Gregory of Nyſſa, Cyril of Alexandria, and o- 

1 thers with denying this Subordination; and ſo 


rg ib a P. 604 Kc. b P.603, ce He has certainly miſtranſ- 
. lated Cyril, and this Eſſay- Writer has borrow'd his Miſtranſla- 
tion. He has tranſlated — ive aj pix rooimn Ths Otomyres Quang — 
fo that there might have been but one ſpecifick Nature or Eſſence of 
| the Godhead — where the Word — ſpecifick — is his own Addi- 
1 tion — and again - s GR ix Woes trügt Proxy 
1 not farther diſtinguiſpable by any natural Diverſity, but numerical. 
" ly only = where the latter Clauſe is his own, but here our Au- 
thor does not follow him. Laſtly, he renders — Kaj 7 N div 
a c u 8903 oy Umero es; ws and fo no one Hypoftafis any 
way inferior, or ſubordinate to another — where again he adds the 

Words — any way - and — ſubordinate. 
did 
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did Curcelleus, and Petavius, before him: but 


* they have been fully vindicated from this Charge 
— by the learned Bp. Sxilling fleet. | 

"I But whatever be this learned Writers Mean- 
72 ing, thus far is plain, that, in his Opinion, the 
1701 ancient Platoni/ts, the Fathers who liv'd before 
like che Council of Nice, and thoſe of the following 
* Ages, all agreed with the now-recetv'd Doctrine 


in the Fundamental Points, and differ d only in 
the Explication of ſome of them. This will 

the 

the WY appear {till more plain by what follows, where 

he proceeds to ſhew what Apology might be 


A* made for the Platoniſts. And, Fit, he ſays, 
* that they had no Scriptures, Councils, and Creetls, 


to direct their Steps in the Darkneſs of this Myſte- 
* ry, and to confine their Language to a regular U- 
niformity &c. * Secondly, that the Generality of 
the Chriſtian Doctors for the firſt three hundred 
Years after the Apoſtles Times plainly aſſerted the 
rant. WW ſame gradual Subordination of ihe Hypoſtaſes. 
nſla- © Thirdly, that their Intention, in thus ſubordina- 
ting the Hypoſlaſes of their Trinity, was plainly no 
\4di. other, than to exclude thereby a Plurality of Co-or- 
3 — dinate and Independent Gods, that, notwithflanding 
_ that Dependence and Subordination, which they 


Au £ : 
yaw = commonly ſuppoſe in theſe Hypoſtaſes, they accounted 
ho. a Diſe. in vindicat. of Dock. of the Trinity, P. 76 &c. 


d F.$04% e F.ac9c.  @© F. ggo ar. 
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none of them Creatures, but conceiv'd the Eſſence of 
the Godhead to be common to them all, they being 
each of them eternal, neceſſarily exiſtent, Infinite, 
and omnipotent, and the Creator of all things, and 
to be religiouſly worſhipped and ador'd as God by 
all created Beings, and, in the Senſe and Mean- 
ing of the Nicene Council, conſubſtantial and co-e- 
qual. He afterwards adds, that the ancient or- 
thodox Fathers of the Chriſtian Church were gene- 
rally of no other Perſwafion, amongſt whom he 
reckons Theodoret, Baſil, and Athanaſius. Thus 
have I given a ſhort, but I hope, a juſt and fair 
Account of Dr. Cudworth's Sentiments on this 
Head : and, though we may poſſibly have Rea- 
fon to complain of ſome Obſcurity and Confu- 
ſion in ſome Parts of his Diſcourſe, yet I cannot 
find that he any where accuſes the Ante-nicene 
Fathers of Arianiſm. He no where ſays, or in- 
timates, that he imagin d thoſe Fathers to have been 
in an Error: nor was it his Intention, or to his 
Purpoſe to prove their Fallibility. On the con- 
trary he cenſures Cyril and others for differing 
from them; and aſſerts that the Nicene Fathers, 
and Athanafius himſelf, held the ſame Doctrine 
with them. 

As to the Paſſage cited in the © Eſay; the 
Doctor therein acknowledges that Athanaſius 


a P. 60 & . b P.603&. c P. 120. 
rightly 
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ri ohtly appeals to the Tradition of the ancient 
Church for the Eternity and Divinity of the Son of 


ein 

. God, but not for ſuch an abſolute Co-equality of him 
and i with the Father, as would exclude all Dependence, 
d by Subordination, and Inferiority. The ſame Doc- 
an- trine, and no other, do we hold. We condemn 
e- thoſe who deny the Eternity and Divinity of the 
97. Son of God, or the Holy Ghoſt, and would make 
ene- them Creatures, ſecondary, inferior, or figurative 


Kind of Gods: and we maintain that the whole 
Three Perſons are, with Regard to their Eſſence 
and Attributes, co-equal and co-eternal, none 
greater or leſs than another. But ſuch an abſolute 
Co-equality, as would exclude all Subordination, and 
Inferiority, neither did the Nicene Fathers, nor 
not do we hold: but with them we believe the Son 
cene to be God of God, Light of Light, very God of 
in- very God. Some Writers, both ancient and mo- 
heen dern, may poſſibly have expreſs'd themſelves in- 
his cautiouſly and improperly on this nice Point : 
on- but I cannot think that ſuch a Kind of abſolute 
ing Co-equality was ever ſeriouſly maintain'd by any 
ers, reputed orthodox Writer. 
Ine Again the Doctor does not ſay that the An- 
erents had corrupted the Purity of the Chriſtian Faith, 
the but only that Petavius had tax d them with this 
rus Crime. What he aſſerts is, that, as ſome Mri. 


' a See Pt I. P. 21 &c. Pt, II. P. 1a &. b See P. 592. 
tly ters 
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ters had affirm'd, though erroneouſly, Platoniſm to 
Jymbolize wwith Arianiſm, ſo, upon the ſame Ac- 
count, Petavius had, as unjuſtly, fax d the An- 
cients, as having corrupted the Purity of the Chriſ- 
tian Faith in this Article of the Trinity: which 
Charge of his the Doctor juſtly obſerves to be ir- 
reconcilable with thoſe other Opinions of Ecclefraſtick 
Tradition being a Rule of Faith &c. It is Peta- 
vius alone therefore, and not the Primitive Fathers, 
whom Dr. Cudworth here cenſures. 

And now, I think, it appears, that this Wri- 
ter has very much miſreprefented another of theſe 
learned Perſons. He has fix d a Meaning on a 
detach'd Paſſage, quite foreign to the Author's 
Purpoſe, and contrary to the Deſign and Pur- 
port of his whole Diſcourſe, which is to ſhew 
that Platoniſm, and much more Primitive Chriſ- 
lianity, did not ſymbolize with Arianiſm : but cor- 

. reſpontled with the recerv'd Doctrine of the Trinity 
1 in the fundamental Articles. I ſhall therefore, af- 

{ bt ter returning him due Thanks for the Pleaſure 
and Improvement I have receiv'd in peruſing 
theſe learned Treatiſes, beg leave to recommend 
to his Conſideration another Paſſage out of the 
ſame Author, — * Beſides this Advantage from the 
ancient Pagan Platoniſts and Pythagoreans, ad- 
mitting a Trinity into their Theology, in like Man- 


a P. 627. 
If ner 
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ner as Chriſtianity doth, there is another Advan- 
Y Bag? of the ſame extending even to this preſent Time, 
robably not unintended alſo by Divine Providence; 
chat whereas bold and conceited Wits precipitantly 
condemning the Doctrine of tbe Trinity for Non- 
enſe, abſolute Repugnancy to Human Faculties, and 
| Impoſſibility, have thereupon fome of them quite ſha- 
e. Len off Chriſtianity and all Reveal d Religion, pro- 
rn feſing only Theiſm ; others have fruſtrated the De- 
fign of it by Paganizing it into Creature-Worſhip 
and Idolatry, this ignorant and conceited Confidence 
of both may be retunded and confuted from hence, 
n a Gecauſe the moſt ingenious and acute of all the Pa- 
zor s gan Philoſophers, the Platonifts and Pythagoreans, 
who had no Byaſs at all upon them, nor any Scrip- 
ture Revelation, that might ſeem to 1mpoſe upon 
= their Faculties, but followed the free Sentiments and 
e Bl Difates of their own Minds, did notwithſiqnding 
not only entertain this Trinity of Divine Hypoſtaſes 
ETERNAL and UNCREATED, but were alſo fond 
ſure of the Hypotheſis, and made it a main Fundamental 
{ng of their Theology. 

Two of theſe learned Perſons have now forſa- 
ken our Author, and declar'd peremptorily a- 
gainſt him: there remains only Mr. Chilling- 
worth, who does indeed ſpeak to his Purpoſe. 
But where does he ſo ſpeak? not in any of his 


a Eſſay, P. 116 &c. 


Works, 
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Works, which he himſelf publiſh'd, but in a 
Letter publiſh'd after his Death by Des Mai- 
zeaux, nobody knows when wrote, or to whom, 
It is well known that Mr. Chillingworth had ſome 
Scruples about Subſcription to our Articles &c, 
which he afterwards happily got over. This 
Letter, if at all wrote by him, might be wrote 
during this Interval. And I cannot but think it 
very hard upon learned Men, if they are to anſ- 
wer for every thing, which they may have at a- 
ny Time dropp'd in their private Correſpon- 
dence. Very ill therefore does our Author uſe 
this excellent Perſon, and full as ill does he uſe 
his Reader, to palm ſuch an Extract upon him, 
as the Sentiments of the judicious Mr. Chilling- 
worth, 

However it may be thought neceſſary to con- 
ſider a little more particularly the References 
herein contain'd, as they come recommended to 
us under ſo great a Name, and as they are the 
only Proofs from Antiquity, which this Eſſay- 
Writer has thought fit to favour us with. 

In the Firſt Place then we have here a very 
wrong Repreſentation of the Proceedings of the 
Fathers at Antioch, who condemn'd Paul of Sa- 
moſata. Athanaſius no where ſays that they af- 
firm'd expreſſly that the Son is not of the ſame Ef- 


ſence 
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= ence with the Father. On the contrary, * in the 
. 1 very Place here alledg'd, he ſets himſelf to prove 

chat they did not cuntradict the Council of Nice. 
ne mentions it as an Objection, * that ſome af. 
firm'd, that the Biſhops, who condemned Paul, had 
ſaid that the Son was not canſubſtantial with the 
Father. He anſwers this Objection at large. 
He ſays be has not Me Epiſtle of the Synod by 
him : but that, if this were true, yet both the 
Councils of Antioch and of Nice might be free 
from Blame; that if they differ'd in their Man- 
ner of Expreſſion, wwe ought to conſider their De- 
en and Meaning, and then we ſhould find they 
were perfettly agreed. — He proceeds to ſhew in 
what Senſe the Council of Antioch might reject 
the Word — conſubftantial; he produces other 
Inſtances of Phraſes and»Expreflions, which 
might be, and had been, in a different Senſe, 
ed to affirm'd and denied of the ſame Thing, both in 
e the Scripture, and other Writers; he ſays that the 
May. Council of Antioch might with good Reaſon re- 
jet the Word — conſubtantial, — though it had 
been us d by former Writers, becauſe it had been 


a De Synod. Arim. & Seleuc. Tom. 1. P. 917. Ed. Col. 1686. 
F Sa- b aint fan, © « enger ray Lord, oi Ilariges Al- 
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perverted to a bad Senſe by Paul of Samaſata, 
and the Council of Nice with as good Reaſon re- 
aſſume it, as the ſtrongeſt Bulwark againſt the 
Errors of Arius. * To the like Purpoſe ſpeaks 
Hilary. It is the Word — conſub/tantial, and 
not the Doctrine, which he tells us the eighty 
Fathers rejected. But we have better Authority 
than either Athanaſius, or Hilary. We may ap- 
peal to an Evidence, which Athanafms himſelf 
had not. We have extant the Epiſtles of this 
Council of Antioch, in which they affirm expreſ- 
fly, that the Son was before all Ages eſſentially 
God. They bring alſo ſeveral Texts of Scrip- 
ture to prove his real Divinity: and amongſt 
the reſt Rom. ix. 5. which they apply to him to 
prove that he is over all God bleſſed for ever. It 
appears alſo from this Epiſtle, as well as from 
© other Teſtimonies, that the Error, for which 
this Paul was condemn'd, was the Denial of our 
Lord's Divinity. Euſebius tells us that the Bi- 


a Malè intelligitur Hamoouſſon, quid ad me bene intelligentem? 
Male Homoonſion Samoſateus confeſſus eſt: ſed nunquid melius A- 
riani negaverunt ? — Si vero & probando & improbando unum u- 
trique ſtatuerunt, quid bene conſtituta convellimus? De Synodis 
P. 320. Ed. Frob. b Ilgi aiavay one od ature, ü Ove 
ey menos S, O58 I. Labbè Conc. Vol. I. P. 845. c Ea- 
ſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. vii. C. 27. Atbanaſ. de ſalutar. advent. Je. 
Chrift. T. 1. P. 635. Auguſf. de Hæreſ. C. 44. Epipban. Hær. 
65. d os im aujuranc Ths Xeare mir. Euſeb. Ib. 


ſnops 
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Wops aſſembled together againſt this Man, . as @- 
3 rain, 4 Walf that worried Chriſt's Flack. And 
WM hcſc Fathers themſelves, in their circular Epiſ- 
le preſerv'd by Exſebrus, cenſure this Heretick, 
as * denying his Lord agd God, and fighting a- 


ighty WMgain/t God : and call his Tenets the wicked He- 
ority ef Artemas — * a deadly Dofirine —* a God- 
ap- denying Wickedneſs. — It appears then that theſe 
miclt WF Fathers were fo far from contradicting formally 
this ¶ che Council: of Nice, that they not only held the 
prel- ſame Doctrine, but judg'd it to be of the utmoſt 


Importance. 

As to Juſtin Martyr, Tertullian, and Nova- 
tian, ſince we have here no Quotations, nor any 
particular Expreſſions alledg'd from them, I 
hope it may be ſufficient to refer to Bp. Bull, 
who has fully explain'd and vindicated all ſuch 
Expreſhons, either here, or elſewhere, in theſe 
Writers, as have been thought liable to Excep- 
tion. I ſhall only add that we have no where 


a Thy Ot mv i xy Kvgfey tgrewivre — b ernmeoroutrey a 
Tv T4 O15 — Ch hu, agires Th Agrees d JrremPags hows - 
ee — e zerarhs n,. Lib. vii. C. 30. f See Bull Def. 
u. Fid. Nic. Sect. ii. C. 1. N. g &c. Jud. Eccl. Cath. C. iii. N. 5 &c. 
ynodis BY 77aterland Import. Doct. Trin. P. 326 & Thirlly's Anſw. to 
Whifton's Suſpicions, P. 102 &c. Berriman's Hiſtor. Acc. P. 144 

c Eu- g See alſo Waterland's 2d Def. P. 98 &c, Neurri Appar. ad Bib. 

Max. Vol. ii. P. 1305. Waterland's Def. P. 137 &c. 2d Def. P. 

, Her, 497. As to Juſtin, we ſhall ſoon have occaſion to conſider the 
Paſlages in him more particularly, . 

ſhops GC a perhaps 
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perhaps in all Antiquity ſtronger Proofs of the 
Eternity and Divinity of the Son of God, than in 
the Treatiſes here referr'd to: nay, we have very 
ſtrong ones in the very Pages we are here direct- 
ed to, ſome of which I ſhall give in the Mar- 
gin. | 

The two next Quotations from Athanaſius and 
Bafil relate only to the Opinion of Dionyſius Bp. 
of Alexandria, and amount to no more than this. 
Bail tells us that Dionyſius, in his Writings a- 
gainſt Sabellius, had bent the Stick too much 
the other Way, and by his improper and incau- 
tious Expreſſions ſown the firſt Seeds of the A- 
rian Hereſy. But he does him the Juſtice to 
own, that it was not any ill-Meaning, but only 
too great Zeal in oppoſing Sabellius, which had 
led him into theſe unwary Aſſertions. On the 
other Hand Athanaſius not only vindicates Dio. 
nyſius, but gives us Extras out of his Writings, 


a Dico alium eſſe Patrem, & alium Filium, & alium Spiritum 
Sanctum. Male accepit idiotes quiſque aut perverſus hoc dictum, 
quaſi diverſitatem ſonet — non tamen diverſitate alium Filium 3 
Patre, ſed diſtributione; diviſione alium, ſed diſtinctione. Ter- 
tull. adv. Prax. Cap. g. Hic ergo cùm fit genitus à Patre, ſem- 
per eſt in Patre— ſemper enim in Patre, ne Pater non ſemper 
fit Pater. Novat, de Trin. Cap. 31. —"Azſiaes ygAvuor@», xcy 
Dios vmugger. Juſt. Mart. Dial cum Tryph. P. 283. Ed. Par. 
1615.--- 55 jy xa icy Ib. P. 356. b aims 5 due o morn 
& Nouns, A Tp ci gu armriivey T6 Zest. Epift. xli. 
ad Max. Philos. ; | 


in 


f the 


very q . 
irect- 


Mar- 


and 
2 
this. 
88 4— 
much 
ncau- 
le A 
ce to 
t only 
1 had 
n the 
| Dio- 
tings, 
piritum 
dictum, 
iuium 3 
2. Ter- 
, ſem- 
ſemper 
. xy 
d. Par. 
e 
piſt. xli. 


in 


Doctrine of the Trinity Ac. 21 


which he apologiz d for himſelf, and declar'd 
his Abhorrence of the Doctrines charg'd upon 
im. The whole Affair is well worthy our At- 
ention. Dionyſius, in his Writings againſt Sa- 
hellius, had in the Heat of Controverſy dropt 
ſome Expreſſions concerning the Son of God, 
which had given ſome Offence to ſome good 
Chriſtians. A Jealouſy being rais'd, the Matter 
was thought conſiderable enough to be brought 
before the other Dionyſius Biſhop of Rome. He 
conven d a Synod of Biſhops at Rome, who con- 
ſider d the Matter, ſent their Judgment thereup- 
on to the Biſhop of Alexandria, and call'd upon 
him to give an Account of his Faith. * The 
Charge againſt him was, that he had affirm'd 
that God gas not always @ Father ; that the Son 
was not akways ; that God did once exiſt without 
bis Mord; that the Son was not before he uus be- 
gotten, but that there was a Time when he was 
not ; for that he was not eternal, but came into 
Being in Time: * that the Son was one of the Things 
that were made, and was not conſubſtantial with 
the Father. In Anſwer to this Accuſation Dio- 
mſius wrote an Apology for himſelf, in which 

a Ob 4 5» 5 Ons Theemlg, cn d is 3 Tis an 6 ped Ons &, v. 
els rd Aoys" aims I Tig nx a» wer anni a is me ore One 
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he explain'd and vindicated ſuch Paſſages in his 
former Writings, as had given Offence, and in a 
moſt ample Manner declared his Faith in a co- 
eternal and conſubſtantial Trinity. Amongſt many 
others are theſe remarkable Expreſſions. —* Chrift 
was always the Word and Wiſdom and Power of 
Gd: for it cannot be ſaid that God being without 
theſe childleſs, afterwards begat a Son. — Again 
— Being the Brightneſs or Shining forth of the 
eternal Light, he muſt alſo himſelf neceſſarily be e- 
ternal; for if the Light exiſts always, it is plain 
that the Brightneſs of it muſt ahways exiſt : for 
Light is known to be ſuch by its Shining forth; nor 
can there be Light which does not give Light. — 
Again — © The Son only always co-exiſting with the 
Father, and full of Exiſtence. — To the Charge 
of denying the Son to be conſubſtantial with the 
Father he anſwers — * For though I ſay that I 
have not found, nor read this Word any where in 


the Holy Scriptures, yet my Arguments which fol- 
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Wow differ not from this Senſe. Laſtly he thus 
W&-prefics himſelf — * Thus we extend the undivi- 
„ Unity into a Trinity, and again ſum up the 
8-14: miniſhed Trinity in an Unity. The Expreſ- 
ons are ſtrong and full, but cannot eaſily be 
ranſlated : I have given the Original in the Mar- 
gin. This Apology of Dionyſius ſatisfied the 
duncil: and afterwards, when the Biſhops 


F the N met at Antioch to cenſure Paul of Samoſata, who 
he e- Wdenied our Lord's Divinity, he was invited to 
plain at Council, but ſent an Epiſtle, excuſing him- 
far elf on account af bis Age and Infirmities, and 
; nor Nexpreſſing his Sentiments on the Points in De- 
7. — bate, and his Deteſtation of the Errors of that 


b the MHeretick. The whole Proceſs of this Affair is a 

harge ¶ moſt undeniable Proof of the Opinion of the 

h the Church of that Age, fixty Years before the 

hat I Council of Nice, concerning the Divinity and 

ere in ¶ Eternity of the Son of God, the high Regard they 

b. fol- paid to this Doctrine, and the great Importance 
they judg d it to be of. 
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The Quotation from Ferom concerns only th 
Opinion of Origen. Origen was a Perſon of gre: 
Parts and Learning, but a warm Imagination. H 
wrote a great deal, and often in too great Haſty 
There were very early Diſputes about his Senti 
ments. He was by ſome Writers charg'd wit! 
ſeveral heterodox Opinions with Regard to othe 
Articles, as well as this of the Trinity: but ha 
been defended by others, both Ancients, an 
Moderns, and particularly by the learned * By 
Bull. Nay Jerom himſelf in another Part c 
his Works clears Origen from this Charge. By 
if this Accuſation of Origen were juſt, yet thel 
were only his private Opinions, and not thoſe c 
the Church in his Time. Jerom in the ſam 
Epiſtle, in which he accuſes him, yet-thus apo 
logizes for his Errors. — Quod ſiguis Judas Zelo 


tes oppoſuerit nobis errores ejus, audiat liberè — in 


terdum magnus dormitat Homerus ; Verum oper 
lange fas eft obrepere ſomnum. And not long af 
ter he tells us that Origen was cenſur d for thek 
Errors in his Life-time, and wrote an Epiſtle or 
this Occaſion to Fabian Biſhop of Rome, in whicl 
he retracted, and begg d Pardon for theſe offen 
five Paſſages. One Excuſe he made was, th 


a Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. II. C. . Sect. III. C. z. See alſo Cave 
Life of Origen. Waterland's 2d Def. P. 347 &. b T. iv. P 
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me which is here to be made for Mr. Chilling- 
W174, that, what he had wrote haſtily in his 
3 private Correſpondence, others through an inju- 
dicious Zeal had publiſh'd. 

As to the Quotations here from Petavius, Per- 
ron &c, we know that the Romaniſis of thoſe 
Times affected to charge the Primitive Fathers 
ut hall with Arianiſin, hoping thereby to ſerve the In- 
s, andi tereſts of the Church of Rome, though ſuch a 
1 By Charge (as Dr. Cudworth obſerves) was really in- 
Part of conſiſtent with their own Principles. I cannot 
expreſs this better than in the Words of Bp. Bull. 
—* Dudd i ſubdolo aliquo confilio, non ex folitd tan- 
tim fibi audacid ac temeritate in ſanctis Patribus 
cenſendis ac notandis, iſta ſcripfiſſe dicendus fit Pe- 
tavius; putãrim hominem, Feſuitam ſcilicet, Pon- 
s Zelo-W Hificiæ potius quam Ariane cauſe conſultum vo- 
i. ie. Ex eo entim»quod Catholici Doctores trium 
1 oper! priorum ſceculorum plerique omnes eundem plane er- 
Ing ai-W rorem errdrunt, quem poſted in Ario ut hereſim 
r theſe damnavit Synodus Nicana, (quod contendit Peta- 
ſtle on wins) bæc duo facile conſequentur : 1. Patribus 
which trium priorum ſeculorum, quos imprimis appellare 
offen- ¶ ſolent Catholici Reformati, parum tribuendum eſſe; 
1s, the ztpore quibus nondum ſatis perſpecta & patefatta 


We fuerunt pracipua Chriſtiane Fidei capita, 2. Con- 
0 %; 
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cilia Oecumenica poteſtatem habere novos Fidei A. 
ticulos condendi, frve (ut Petavius loquitur) confli= i 
tuendi & patefaciendi : unde ſatis proſpectum vis 
deatur additamentis illis, que Regule Fidei aſſur. Wil 
runt, quaque Chriſtiano orbi- obtruſerunt Patres 
Tridentini : quanquam ne fic quidem Fides Romana 
ſtabit; cum Tridentina conventio quidvis potius, 
quam generale Concilium dicenda fit. Sed ita ſcili- 
cet iſtius Scholz magiſtris nulla religio gt Pſeu- 
do- catholicam ſuam Fidem ſuper Fide: vere Catbo- 
lice ruinas ædiſicare. Ipſa Oracula Divina nimiæ 
obſcuritatis condemnanda; ſanctiſſimi primave Ec- 
clefie Doctores, Epiſcopi, & Martyres, hareſeos in- 
fimuland: ſunt; ut quocunque modo degeneris Eccle- 
fie Romane fides atque auttoritas ſarta, tecta, cone 
ſervetur. — The ſame Bp. Bull has not only, as 
a Defendant, fully anſwer'd all the Objections of 
Petavius and others, but has brought clear and 
ſtrong Proof of the Agreement of theſe ancient 
Fathers with the Nicene Doctrine. He has (as 
F Dr. Vaterland juſtly obſerves) ſo learnedly and ef- 
7 fectually defended the Ante-nicene Faith, that the 
* | Arian Cauſe has been finking under the Weight of 
|. his elaborate Pieces ever ſince. He receiv'd the 
publick Thanks of all the Clergy in France for 
" them : they have met with the univerſal Eſteem 
1 of the Learned in Europe, as well Papiſts as 


a 2d Defence Pref. P. 19. 


Proteſ- 
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Protaſtlants, who from that Time have appear'd 
; generally well ſatisfied in the Faith of the Ante- 
icene Writers, and many of them have ſtood up 
Wn Defence of it. But, as Petavius, and others, 
ad taken no ſmall Pains to miſrepreſent theſe 
Fathers, and their Pretences had not at that Time 
been ſufficiently examin'd, we may the more eaſi- 
ly excuſe Mr. Chillingwortb, if he-was miſled by 
them: they are moſt to blame, who publiſh 
theſe his Crudities, after every Tittle here ad- 
vanc'd has been ſo fully and ſolidly confuted. I 
may add too, that all this is retracted by Mr. 
Chillingworth himſelf. For, as the Man once ap- 
peal'd from Philip afleep to Philip awake, ſo we 
may appeal from this Letter of Mr, Ch:llingworth 
to Mr. Chillingworth himfelf in his excellent Trea- 


A 
,- 


18. where he cenſures and condemns theſe very 
Poprſh Writers for this Charge of Arianiſm on 
the Primitive Fathers. 

And here I might well conclude this Argu- 
ment, had not * the Defender of this Eſſay, wil- 
ling to make full Amends for the Eſſay-Wri- 
ter's Deficiencies, given us a Quotation from Juſ- 
tin Martyr of above 20 Pages, which 1s to fi- 
lence all Oppoſers, and ſerve as an Antidote to 
all Anſwers that ever ſhall appear. I am willing 
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Antiquity of our Saviours Divinity than this very 
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thoroughly to digeſt this Antidote, and try its O- 
peration. I ſhall always pay the greateſt Regard 
to the Sentiments of ſo conſiderable a Perſon, as 
this famous Apologiſt and Martyr, who liv'd fo 
near the Times of the Apoſtles, when the 
Church cannot eaſily be ſuppos'd to have varied 
from the Faith once deliver'd to the Saints. I have 
look'd therefore into this his Dialogue with Try- 
Pho the Jew : and I deſire no better Proof from 


Dialogue (J might fay thoſe Parts of it quoted in 
the Defence) will furniſh us with. The chief 
Drift of good part of his Diſcourſe is to prove 
Chri/t to be God. * He frequently calls him God 
in a very particular and emphatical Manner: he 
ſtyles him the God of Abraham, Iſaac, and Ja- 
cob, © the God and Lord of Hoſts, God of God, 
and therefore God, becauſe the Son of God. He 
diſtinguiſhes him from all Angels. He tells us 
that he was one of the Angels, who appear'd to 
Abraham, that he was God and Lord, miniſtring 
to him in the Heavens, and Lord of the two other 


a X 24575 u Ot%s, Xe Kuga®», P. 251. D. — axt2oxurnre; iss 
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gels, and ſoon afterdays * that theſe two Angels 


| 


d e realh Angels, thereby implying that the 
As ſt was only call'd fo. * Accordingly 1 in another 
ſo ace he tells us that this Perſon ts God, but is 


Vd an Angel, becauſe he carries Meſſages from 
e Father to Mankind. Again — 2050 is call d 
p Angel, but is God. — Again — be is and is 
d God and Lord, who alſo is call'd an Angel. 
Waſtly he ſays that he is calld God, and is, and 
Wl be God. 

He alſo ſets forth the Eternity of the Son in 
eat Variety of Expreſſions. He deſcribes him 
coming forth from the Father before all Crea- 
res; * the firſt-begotten of God before all Crea- 
res; * who was before the Morning-Star and the 
ſoon ; * who was before all things ; being God 


a Oinvs "Ayſinec M yn now. Ib. C. The Defender tranſlates 
ml ey Tis obpgrois vmngeray - Was only the Miniſter --- where 
Addition of the Word only quite alters the Senſe. And again 
tranſlates --- 7 br. --- #ndoubtedly --- whereas it was plain- 
Juſtin's Intention to diſtinguiſh the firſt Perſon from the other 
o, who were really Angels, whereas he was only call'd ſo, 
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before the Creation of the World. * He ſays that 1 


this Offspring was begotten of the Father abſolutely 
before all Creatures; and that * he pre-exifted being | 
God before all Ages. The Eternity of the Son, 
and his Diſtinction from all Creatures, cannot 
well be more ſtrongly expreſs'd. 

The ſame Juſtin teaches us as expreſſly the 
Son's neceſſary Exiſtence. He calls him © be who 
Was and is. He tells us that he was the Angel, 
who ſpake to Moſes out of the Fire, and that he the 
very ſame Perſon being God, declar'd to Moſes, 
that he was the God of Abraham, and Iſaac, and 
Jacob. — But this is the very ſame God whoſe 
Name is I am. The fame he ſays ſtill more 
expreſſly in his Second Apology, where he tells 
us that the Angel ſaid to Moſes in the Flame of Fire 
out of the Buſh, I aM THAT I am, the God of 
Abraham, the God of Iſaac, the God of Jacob, the 
God of thy Fathers: * and declares that he was 
not God the Father, but the Son, who being the 
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. begotten Word of God is alſo God. In an- 
cher Place he tells us that Plato very much ad- 
nir 'd this Paſlage of Holy Writ, as expreſſive of 
od's Eternity, fince this Expreſſion — I am 
THAT I AM — takes in all the three Times, paſt, 

WW reſent, and to come. And a few Pages before, 
W treating of the ſame Subject, he ſays that this 
was the Appellation, whereby * the God who 


el, really is diſtinguiſh'd himſelf: and that, as God 
he could not poſſibly have any Name, he choſe 
Fs, by a Participle to ſhew that he was the one and on- 
ad ly God. He makes the ſame Obſervation in his 
fe Firſt Apology. * He tells us that the Father can 


have no proper Name, becauſe be is unmade; and 
affirms the like of the Son, who (he ſays) alone 
is properly call d bis Son, the Word who exiſted to- 
gether with him before all Creatures. 


he From this ſame Dialogue we may learn that 
as the Son 1s of one Subſtance with the Father. We 
he are told that he was the Only-begotten of the Fu- 


ther of all things, being bis Word and Power in a 
a Ad Grec. Cohort. P. 23, 24. b l e 
A Als res uon you nap {ver —— tivay — dhe, 
P. 19. d O,,jõ Ta re Harę , d ννν dre, cb. 
n. e O ut ive Tig, 5 Mg ant9 Thy w H 
a auYwv x. T. A. P. 44. See Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. iii. C. 2. 
Waterland's Def. P. 37 &c, t52 &c. f Movogavis gag N H- 
Tea rd d e, isles i aured Als v Auvepus . 


3 © 
* 


* ws 


— 
— 
„ 


** 


E 


R 
” 


32 A V indication of the 


proper Senſe begotten of him. — Again — * It tlel 
Beginning before all Creatures God begat out lf 
himſelf a certain intelligent Power. — In another if 
Place it is ſaid that his Power was begotten 7 
the Father, by his Power and Will, but not by 
Section, as if the SUBSTANCE of the Father wa: 
divided. — Which is the very Language of the 
Nicene Fathers, and is the ſame Explication of 
the Word Conſubſtantial, which was given at the 
Council of Nice, as we learn both from © Atha- 
naſius, and * Euſebius. And, as thoſe Fathers 
term'd the Son Light of Light, ſo, for the ſame 
Reaſon, Juſtin compares his Generation to the 
lighting of one Fire from another, where the 
firſt Fire ſuffers no Diminution, and the Second 
is of the ſame Nature and Subſtance with the 
firſt, as he himſelf explains it in theſe remark- 
able Words. — * As we ſee in Fire another light- 
ed, that from which it 1s lighted ſuffering no Di- 
WA 3 | continuing the fame : and that which 
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* lighted appears to be the very ſame thing, not di- 
Viniſtung that from which it was lighted. This 


Paſſage appear'd fo ſtriking, as to force Peta- 
vius himſelf to cry out — * Quid ad hanc profeſ- 


ſonem Fidei ac Trinitatis poteſt adjici ? Aut quid 


in Nicæno ipſo Patrum conſeſſu, vel poſt ipſum, ex- 
preſſius, fignificantius, efficacius proditum eſt? Nam 


folenni illi formulæ, quæ ibi conſtituta eſt, Deus de 


Deo, Lumen de Lumine, Deus verus de Deo verb, 
prervit tanto ante Fuſtinus ſententid iſtd: ex qud 
En peogme, boc eft Subſtantie, fine ulld fartitio- 
ne communio & identitas efficitur. 

Juſtn alſo in this Diaiggue brings the ſame 
Proofs of our Lord's Divinity from the old Teſ- 
tament, as have been alledg'd in theſe Papers, 


Texts, as are plainly ſpoken of the true God. He 
was, according to Juin, the Perſon, who ap- 
pear'd to Abraham, to © Agar, to Jacob, and 
others, who is call'd Jehovah, the God of Abra- 
ham, Iſaac, and Jacob. But theſe are Titles (as 
we have already ſhewn) belonging only to the 
true God. The Name Jebovab denotes an eter- 
nal, immutable, neceſſary Exiſtence ; and fo 


Juſtin himſelf underſtood it. * He interprets it 
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— & % n £5w — be who was and is. He alſo 1 
affirms our Lord to be the Perſon, who appear'd 
to Moſes in the Buſh, and told him that his Name iſ 
was — IAM THAT I AM — which (as we have 
juſt now ſeen) is in his own Eſtimation, * and W 
alſo in that of this Eſſay- Writer, ſalely applicable 
to the eternal Nature of God. And, whereas this 
Writer would account for this, © by pretending 
that it was very cuſtomary for one Perſon to ſpeak 
in the Name and Character of another, Juſtin has 
expreſſly guarded againſt this Evaſion. * He 
tells us that the Angel, who ſpake to Moſes out f 
the Fire — res auns Se wy — he being himſelf fl 
God, declar'd to Moſes — br. auns ta — that be 
bimſelf was the God of Abrabam &c. And when 
Trypho objected that there might be two Perſons 
in the Viſion, the Angel, who appear d in the 
Flame of Fire, and God, who ſpake with Moſes, 
Tuſtin anſwers that, ſuppoſing this were true, yet 
it could not be God the Creator of the Univerſe, 
(by which Title he uſually diſtinguiſhes the Fa- 
ther) who ſaid to Moſes that he was the God of A- 
braham &c. And ſoon after he adds that, * as 
the ſame Angel, who appear d to Jacob in his Sleep, 

4 P. 282. b P. 3, 4. c P. 66, 67. d P. 282 &c. 
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7 old him that he was the God, who appear d to him, 
en be fled from the Face of Eſau his Brother, ſo 


” ee the Scripture, which ſays that the Angel ap- 
nd ear d to Moſes, and afterwards declares the ſame 


Wo be Lord and God, ſpeaks of the very ſame Per- 
bei abo was before deſerib'd, as miniſtring to the 
Supreme God. 

* In the ſame Page he applies alſo Prov. viii. 
21 &c. to our Saviour, Which is, “ as I have al- 
ready ſhewn, a full Proof of his Eternity. And 


it is here introduc'd as a Proof, that God in the Be- 
lf ginning before all Creatures begat out of himſelf an 
he intelligent Power. And in another Place this 


ſame Text is brought to prove that the Son was 
begotten of the Father abſolutely before all Crea- 
tures. 

The ſame Juſtin in this Dialogue applies to 
our Lord Gen. xvii. 17. Exod. vi. 3. Num. 
xi. 23. * Pſal. xxiv, * xlvii, * xcvi, * xcvii, xcix, 
and other ſuch Texts. Chriſt is therefore in J, 
tin's Eſtimation, * Jehovah, God Almighty ; 
" whoſe Hand is not waxed ſhort ; * the Judge of 
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all the Earth ; * the King of Glory, the Lord of if 
Hoſts, * the moſt High. © The Earth is his and the 
Fulneſs thereof ; be is the King of all the Earth, | 
* he made the Heavens, he is to be fear d above all 
Gods; * he is great in Zion, and high above all 
People. He was even then before his Incarna- | 
tion exalted far above all Gods : and all the Ange 
worſhipp'd him. 

' Laſtly, he infers from Gen. i. 26, where 
God ſays, Let us make Man in our Image, that 
the Sen is call d God in the ſame Senſe. And he 
adds, that it cannot be pretended that God ſpake 
this to himſelf, or to the Earth, or Elements, 
becauſe ' in another Place God ſays — Behold the 


Man is become as one of us to know Good and E- 


a P/al. xxiv. 10. b P/al.xlvii. 2. e P/al. xxiv. 1. d Pal, 
uv. 97, © F/a. gcvi.c. f P/al.xeviig. & Pſa. ne i 
h Pal. xcvi. 7. 9. Sept. Verf. 1 285. k Mnyvvay iv, 57 
z, mV Otty mj TETw wr Td vorugn. It muſt be own'd 
there is ſome Difficulty in this Paſſage. A learned Friend has 
ſuggeſted to me an Emendation of the Text. He would inſtead 
of - -% id - read - % idyawme, and then the Words 
rurę To yvouugn in the ſame Senſe --- may be underſtood to re- 
late to what goes before. If this be the Meaning, Juſtin here ſays 
that this Perſon is here ſaid to be God in the ſame Senſe, as in the 
Scriptures before alledg'd. But theſe Scriptures were brought to 
prove that he was begotten by God in like manner as one Fire is 
lighted from another, (See the Paſſage cited above, P. 32.) And 
the Words that follow ſhew that, according to Juſtin, Chriſt is 
God in ſuch a Senſe as no Angel or Creature, is, or can be. 
1 Gen. i. 22. 
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=. Here, he ſays, at laſt two Perſons are fig- 


the d, cach of them intelligent. Nor can it be 
th; aid (adds he) as ſome Hereticks pretend, that, 
- all God thus ſpoke to the Angels, or that Man was 
all created by the Angels : * but this Offspring, which 
na- Wl rally proceeded from the Father, co-exiſted with the 
gel Father before all Creatures, and to him the Father 

direfs his Diſcourſe. And then again he quotes 
cre Prov. viii. 22. in farther Proof of this eternal Co- 
hat exiſtence of the Son with the Father. In another 


Place he quotes the ſame Texts to prove the 
ſame thing: and with Regard to Gen. iii. 22. he 
adds, that his Text will admit of no figurative In- 
terpretation, as ſome Cavillers have attempted to 
expound it, who are not able either to ſpeak, or un- 
derſtand the Truth. — Our Defender is none of 
theſe Cavillers, having wiſely: broke off his long 
Quotation, juſt as he comes to this remarkable 


Paſſage. 
„ Juſtin's Meaning will appear ſtill more plain, 
* if we conſider the Occaſion and Purport of his 
re- Diſcourſe. He is here proving the Truth of 
2 i ' Chriſtianity to Trypho and other Jews. And we 


find throughout that the chief Objection, and 
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main Difficulty, which ſtuck with them, 
was our Lord's Divinity. They thought it 
Blaſphemy to ſay that a crucified Malefafior was Wil 
the ſame Perſon, who appear'd to Moſes and Aa- 
ron, or could be entitled to our Adoration ; they 
call'd it not only à ſtrange, but a fooliſb Doctrine, 
that he, who was born a Man, pre-exiſted as God 
before all Ages; they could not believe there 
could be another God beſides the Creator of the U- 
niverſe; they looked upon it as incredible, and 
next to impoſſible, that God could be born, and be- 
come Man. But how eaſy would it have been to i 
anſwer theſe Objections on the Scheme of this 
Eſſay? If Juſtin had been in theſe Sentiments, 
he might, and doubtleſs would have told them, 
that the Title of God is to be underſtood only as 
expreſſroe of ſome God-like Power communicated to 
this Being ; * but that he was made and created in 
the ſame Senſe as Light is ſaid to be; ò but call'd 
Jebovab and God, becauſe he acted by God's Au- 
thority, and his Power was delegated unto him; 
and that we may without Blaſphemy aſſert there 
may be three, or three hundred ſuch Gods, to whom 
our Obedience would be due, and ſuch a Degree of 
Adoration, as is proportionate to the Authority with 


a P.ack. © b P. 267. B. c P. 269. D. 274. B. 
d P. 292. D. e Eſay, P. 89. . g P. 64. 
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4 ty are inveſted. But how differently does 
his holy Martyr proceed with theſe Jews? He 
W fiſts on the Point, that there was another Per- 
a, who not only was call d, but was God. He 

peaks of him in the higheſt Terms; diſtin- 
guiſhes him from all Angels, and fays he was 


Bid only call'd an Angel, but was God. Nay he ab- 
* ſolutely denies him to be an Angel, and ſays that 
Nan aua not created by any Angel. All his Scrip- 

* ture-Proofs alſo tend to the ſame Point, and (as 
2 W we have ſeen) are brought to ſhew that C brit 


was himſelf the God of Abraham &c. But how 
inconcluſive muſt this Argument have appear'd? 
and how cafily might theſe Jews have replied to . 
it, had they had this Eſſay-Writer at their El- 

bow, to inform them how * cuſtomary it was for- 

one Perſon to ſpeak in the Name of another, * and 

for Prophets and Angels to ſpeak authoritatively in 

their own Name? But neither Juftin, nor theſe 


I'd eus, appear to have been in the leaſt ſenfible 
* how inexplicit and inacurate their own Scriptures 
of, were. — A Diſcovery this reſerv'd for more en- 
=" lighten'd Ages. © 

— Laſtly, * when Trypho objected, that it was in- 
2 credible that he, who pre-exaſted being God before all 


Ages, ſhould be born and become Man. Tuſtin anſ- 


a P. 66. b P. 68. e See FVuterland's Def. P. 38 &c. 
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wers that he knew this ſeem'd firange to them wh 
would not underſtand, nor prattiſe the Things of 
God : but that, even on Suppoſition that he could nu 
prove that the Son of the Creator of tbe Univerſe 
pre-exiſted as God, yet he might be the Chriſt, though | 
it were allow'd that he was a mere Man, and onh 
made Chriſt by Election. And then he adds that 
this was the Opinion of ſome Chriſtians : (or rather 


Jews ) but that he and the Bulk of Chriſtians thought 


otherwiſe. It is plain from this Paſſage that 
Juſtin believ'd Chriſt to have pre-exiſted, and to 
have been God before all Ages ; that the Bulk of 
Chriſtians in his Time were of the ſame Opinion; 

and that this Doctrine appear'd frange, only 74 
thoſe, who would not underſtand, nor practiſe the 
Things of God. Nor does Juſtin here offer any 
thing to take off the Incredibility of this Doctrine, 
or hint at any Medium between Chriſt being a 
mere Man, or really God, which would have 


been but neceſſary, had he thought him only a 
created Angel. 


a Kay 2» 6 dl mV, @ pie, Heger, >>> F iterrien (potius v Hm. 
er) Au jν,)iñꝛ BYTES eu Toy X ga c, „ 3 4 ren 2406- 
t- nee. ois & oνννοννẽe n £0" oy WAESU THWTE ue ADE 
cnevtg & e. This whole Paſſage is ſadly tranſlated in the De- 


fence: and particularly this latter Clauſe is render'd — though 
there be many that do not hold with me therein, — which fignifies 
juſt the contrary, and ſhould be render'd — nor would the moſt 
part, who think the ſame with me, ſay ſo. — See this Paſſage ex- 
cellently explain'd by Bp. Bull Jud. Eccl. Cath. Cap. vii. 


What 
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What then does this Defender find in this Dia- 


22 ogue of Juſtin agreeable to the Doctrine of the 


ay? I ſuppoſe it muſt be ſuch as he has 
thought fit to mark out in different Characters. 
And, Firſt, he ſeems to lay ſome Streſs on ſome 
Paſſages, where our Lord is call'd * another God 
befide the Father, whom he uſually diſtinguiſhes 


by the Title of the Creator, or Father of the Uni- 
W-er/e. But Juſtin does not hereby mean another 


Kind of God, an inferior God, but only a diffe- 
rent Perſon. For his Doctrine is (as we have 
ſeen) that he is not only call'd, but really is God; 
that he is no Angel, but God in the ſame Senſe 
with the Father, at leaſt in the ſame Senſe as one 
Fire lighted by another is really Fire. He alſo 
in this ſame Dialogue tells theſe Jews, that there 
never will be, nor ever was from all Ages, any other 
God. beſide the Creator of the Univerſe, nor was the 
Chriſtians God different from their God, but the 
ſame who brought their Fathers out of 1 Land of 
Egypt with a mighty Hand and an outſtretched Arm, 
nor had they truſted in another God, for there was 
none other, but in the ſame, the God of Abraham, 


a "Ades --- tTgo; Otis. b Obe 7570 T7 d Meg Onhs, £77 iy 
ar ane, T)1y TE eres © Algmiien; mils m7) m1 BI) aNev 
u Yar, EM ) var wysuile Oe, a au Cxeiver FN 
Te TS; u du os yas Aiurls On xe e, 35 Bognor: d- 
rag S eig ae mv Hmingsy & N den. dN eis Tomy eig by Xo 
vuis, Toy Ogo {1 Au 2 ore x, *% ax, P. 227, 228. 
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Taac, and Jacob. — Since therefore the fame if 
Juſtin teaches us, that Chriſt is himſelf the God 
of Abraham &c, and the fame who appeared to 
Moſes, it follows that, according to him, Chriff 
muſt be the ſame God with the Creator of the Uni- 
verſe, only perſonally different — * trigec app. 
— It was plainly his Deſign to teach Trypbo, and 
his Companions, that there was another Divine 
Perſon, another, who is call'd, and who is, Lord 
and God, beſides God the Father : and this he 
could not eaſily do in a Manner more intelligible, 
and leſs offenſive, to theſe Jews, than in ſuch Ex- 
preſſions as theſe. 

But this Writer ſeems to urge that he is call d 
numerically another, though not in Will. But ſure- 
ly it will not follow, becauſe he is ſaid to be be 


ſame in Will, that he is not the fame in Effence, 


Rather the contrary : For the Word — 3 
anſwers to the Latin — confilium — and ſeems to 
denote the Underſtanding, as well as Will. To 
be the ſame therefore — ywuy — in Counſel — i 
with the Father, is ſurely too high a Privilege 


for a Creature. This Expreſſion ſeems to have 


been us d to guard againſt Polythe:/m, and to take 
off the Offence, which the Jews might poſſibly 
conceive at Juſtin's preaching another God be- 
hides the Creator of the Univerſe. He would ſay 


a "Emrges de, © & v 


that, 
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hat, though they are numerically, or perſonally, 
ferent, yet they are one in all their Counſels 
and Actions. 

Another Paſſage pointed out in the Defence, is, 
where * the Son is ſaid to be appointed under his 
Father and Lord, and miniſtring unto bis Will. 
Not as tis here tranſlated — to miniſter unto his 
Will.) But what does this relate to? to the Ap- 
pearance of Chriſt to Abraham, Tſaac, and Jacob. 
The Primitive Fathers conſtantly. held that Chris 
Mediatorial Office commenc'd from the Creation, 
or at leaſt from the Fall ; and that his Appear- 
ances to the Patriarchs of old were Preludes to 
his Manifeſtation afterwards in the Fleſh ; and 
that in all of them he acted, as his Fathers Mi- 
niſter, and Meſſenger, who in this Reſpe& was 
his Lord and Superior. And they uſe this as 
an Argument, to ſhew that it could not be God 
the Father who appear'd to the Patriarchs, that 
the Father was never ſeen by any one, nor ever 
deſcended from Heaven ; but that the Son, in 
his miniſterial Capacity, might, and did deſcend 


ge 

ave and converſe on Earth, 

ake 

bly a T Ti Hasel xo Kygle m phiv05 Kay ür TH BUAH UTE. 
a b See this matter well explained by Bp. Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. 


iv. C. 3. Poſthumous Works Vol. iii. P. 972 &c. See alſo Va- 
terland's 2 Def. P. 134 &c. 
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Another Paſſage urg d by this Writer is, where 
'tis ſaid that his Power was begotten of the Fu. 
ther by his Power and Will. — But the Words im- 
mediately following teach us that he was begotten 
of his Father's Subſtance, as one Fire is lighted from 
another. That the Son is ſubordinate to the Fu- 
ther, and that he receiv'd his Being from him, 
being God of Ged, we readily acknowledge. As 
to what is here ſaid of his being begotten by his 
Father's Power and Will. Dr. Clarke ſhall anſwer 
this Writer. — Since the Attributes and Powers 
of God are evidently as eternal as hrs Being, ani 
there never was any Time, wherein God could not 
will what he pleas d, and do what be wild; and 
fince it is juſt as eaſy to concerve God akuays ating, 
as always exiſting ; and operating before all Ages, 
oF as eaſily as decreeing before all Ages: it will not at 
1 all follow, that that which is an Effet of his Wil 
19 and Power, muſt for that Reaſon neceſſarily be li- 

5 mated to any definite Time. Wherefore not only thoſe 
in ancient Writers, who were eſteem'd Semi- Artans, 
. but alſo the learnedeſt of the Fathers on the contrary 
@ Side, who moſt diſtinttly and explicitly contended for 
. bi the eternal Generation of the Son, even they did ftill 
110 nevertheleſs expreſſly aſſert it to be an Act of the 


a Tyy By pery TT e Dor F Dres ove wes Lay S - 
7s. b Script. Doct. P. 247. Ed. 2d, where this very Paſſage 
from Juſtin is quoted. 


Father's 
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Athers Power and Will. — Thus far Dr. Clarke : 


Fa- d in this Senſe we may allow of the Expreſ- 
im- ion. But when the Arians inferr'd from thence 


hat there muſt be an Act of the Will precedent 
o his Exiſtence, Athanaſius, and others, denied 
hat he was begotten by bis Father's Will in this 
enſe. This Point is well explain'd by Athana- 
,, in his third Oration againſt the Arians. 

» But we are aſk'd, what does the Author of the 
ay on Spirit ſay more than what is bere ſaid by 
iin? I anſwer that he ſays a great deal more, 
Wand a great deal leſs. © The Author of the Eſſay 
ſays that our Lord was one of the Guardian Angels 


and over the ſeveral Nations of the Earth, who had 
ing, ael affign'd to him as the Portion of his Inberi- 
wes, WY fonce: Juſtin fays that he was only call d ar 


Angel, but was God; that he was no Angel, but 
the true Offspring of the Father co-exiſting with 
him before all Creatures. This Author ſays that 


= a Tom. I. P. 509 &. This very Paſſage is refer'd to in the 
Eſſay, P. 5. to ſhew that the Father was not neceſſitated to act when 
he begat the Son, where he alſo quotes a ſpurious Treatiſe to prove 
that neither the Son nor Holy Spirit are the firſt Cauſe. But Atha- 
naſius in this Place plainly ſhews that the Son was begotten neither 
by Neceſſity, nor by any Ad of tha Will in the Arian Senſe : but 
by Nature, in the ſame manner as God is wiſe and good, neither 
(properly ſpeaking) by Neceſſity, nor Choice, but by Nature. See 
alſo Waterland's Defence, P. 126 &c,. P. 492 &c. 2d Def. P. 
281 Kc. b P.78. ce P. 34, 61. d P. 276. C. eP. 
285. D. f P. 51. 
he 


gat him of himſelf in the Beginning before all Cr 


bovah from the Jehovah of Hoſts, the God of Abra 
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he is @ created Being: Juſtin ſays that God bei 


zures. This Author diſtinguiſhes his Second Fel 


ham, and the God of Bethel; Tuſtin frequentij 
and peremptorily inſiſts on it that Cbriſt is thi 
Lord of Hoſts ; the God of Abraham ; the Gut 
who appear'd unto Jacob at Bethel. This Au 
thor would perſwade us that the Son was afte 
his Incarnation made a God over thoſe Beings, 
which inhabit this Heaven and this Earth, and offi 
ver thoſe only: * Tuſtin teaches us that he «wall 
Gd before all Ages, Gad, as being the Son 9 
God. * This Author affirms that he was only « 
Secondary God: Fuſtin ſays that he is God in th 
fame Senſe, as one Fire lighted from another is th 
ſame in Nature with the firſt. In ſhort Ju/trn dil. 
fers from our Author in every particular, in 
which he differs from the eſtabliſh'd Church; 
and agrees-with him in nothing, unleſs, perhaps, 
in an Expreſſion or two. 

I might farther plead, if I had any Occafion 
for ſuch a Plea, ' (what I have already urg'd) 
that it is not to be wonder'd at, if Difficulties 


« Tad. A. | Þ 3; 65, 66. e P. 264, C. © P. agh 
G - ES e. TT TFH. 
1 P. 22. k P. 284, 285. 1 Pt. I. P. 22 &c. Pt. II. 
P. . 


ſhould 
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zould occur in a Queſtion concerning the Na- 
we of God, and his Manner of Exiſtence, Points 
pnfeſſedly far above our Apprehenſion; or that 
> ſhould meet with inaccurate, or improper 
Expreſſions, in the Primitive Writers, who were 

W:llible Men, and might, as is too uſual with 
Wontroverſial Writers, where they were concern'd 
o defend the Unity of the Godhead, or the Di/- 
inclion of the Perſons, uſe Expreſſions, which 
nay ſeem to bend too much towards the other 
W-xtreme ; and this eſpecially at a Time, when 
heſe Points had not been ſo thoroughly debated 
and controverted. On the contrary, no Reaſon 
an be given why they ſhould all of them affect 
o ſpeak of the Son in ſuch high Terms, if they 
had not from the Beginning been taught that he 
was really God. And it 1s very obſervable that 
ve have in none of the Remains of Antiquity 
8 ſtronger or tuller Proofs of our Lord's Divinity, 
chan in the Treatiſes of Tertullian againſt Prax- 
eas, and Hippolytus againſt Noetus, which were 
W wrote in Confut tion of Hereticks, who denied 
the Diſtinction of Perſons in the Trinity. * Theſe 
Writers, though they wrote purpoſely to ſhew 
that the Son was a diſtinct Perſon from the Father, 
yet take particular Care to let us know that he 
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Pt. II. a See Quotations from them Pt. IT. P. 30. 68. 88. pt. III. 
P. 20. Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. II. C. 7 & 8. 
ould was 


bes i 2 Se ITE IECIET I, 


— 


— — 


BHS Ges WS on 


2 
k 
In 
5 
" 


? 


48 A Vindication of the 

was equally ine with him. It is no leſs re- 
markable that Juin, in this Dialogue, though 
diſputing with Jews, to whom the Divinity of 
our Lord was the greateſt Stumbling-Block, 
ſhould yet ſo frequently call him God; and fo ful- 


ly, fo conſtantly, ſo peremptorily, ** on ** 


Divinity. 

I hope it now ſufficiently appears * were 
Juſtin's Sentiments, who ſtands firſt in our Au- 
thor's Catalogue of Fathers. If he is diſpos'd to 
aſſert his Claim to any one of the reſt, I am 
prepar'd to enter the Liſts with him: but would 
rather adviſe him to ſtick to his Plea, that they 
were fallible Men, and their Opinion of no Weight 
againſt the expreſs Dictates of Reaſon, or Revela- 
tion: At preſent I ſhall content myſelf with re- 
ferring to ſuch Teſtimonies, as I have already 
produc'd in the Courſe of this Work, which I 
have done from moſt of the Writers here men- 


tion'd. * 


a Jenatius Pt. II. P. 31. — Jreneus Pt. II. P. 31, 68. 100. 
Clem. Alex. Pt. I. P. 37. Pt. II. P. 31. — Athenagoras Pt. I. P. 
48. Pt. II. P. 30. — Tertullian Pt. II. P. 30, 68, 88. Pt. III. P. 
20. — Novatian Pt. I. P. 41. Pt. II. P. 30, 44, 49, 68. Pt. III. 
P. 20. — Theophilus Pt. II. P. 30. — Cyprian Pt. II. P. 58. — O- 
rigen Pt. I. P. 96. Pt. II. P. 24, 59, 75. — Hippolhytus Pt. II. P. 
30, 59. — Metbodius Pt. II. P. 30. — Dionyſius Alex. Pt. III. P. 
20, 21. — Council of Antioch Pt. III. P. 17. 


From 
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From the Primitive Fathers then let us pro- 
ceed to the ancient Heathen Philoſophers, the 
Egyptians, Pythagoreans, and Platoniſts. But 
here we find ourſelves ſurrounded with Darkneſs 
and Perplexity. I expected to have found ſome 
Clue to lead us through this intricate Labyrinth, 
and was in Hopes that our Author's Pen would 
have been able to caſt ſome new Light on this 
Egyptian Darkneſs, and give us ſome ſatisfactory 
Account of the Pagan 7. rinity. And my Ex- 
pectations were the more rais'd, * becauſe Dr, 
Cudwor:th, and other Writers, who had moſt di- 
ligently and ſucceſsfully employed their Labours 
in the Study of the Heathen Philoſophy, had 
generally maintain'd that the Pagan Trinity was 
a Trinity of Divine Hypoſtaſes, eternal and uncrea- 
ted; and that, notwithanding that Dependence and 
Subordination, which they commonly ſuppos'd in theſe 
Hypoſtaſes, they accounted none of them Creatures, 
but concerv'd the Eſſence of the Godhead to be com- 
mon to them all. How then was I diſappointed 
when I found this Enquiry, which was promis'd 
us in the pompous Title Page, end in 4 ſhort 
Sketch of about ten or twelve Pages, without any 
Anſwer to, or Notice of, what had been faid by 
theſe Writers? As in his Enquiry into the Senti- 
ments of the Primitive Fathers he contented him- 


a See Dr. Cadwworth as quoted above P. 7 &c. 
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ſelf with two or three Quotations from modern 
Authors, ſo here (excepting a few miſerable Mif, 
quotations from Plato) we meet with only two Wl 
or three Paſſages from Writers, who liv'd after 
the Times of our Saviour, — Ampbora cepit in- 
flitui, cuggente rotd cur Urceus exit? 

I muſt freely acknowledge that, as this is 5 
difficult Point, ſo it is what the Courſe of my 
Studies has never led me thoroughly to conſider, 
And therefore, though what our Author has 
here advanc'd might without great Depth of 
Learning be ſufficiently anſwer'd, I apprehend 
that it will be more to the Reader's Satisfaction, 
if I preſent him with the Sentiments of a learned 
Friend, whom I have conſulted on this Head. 
What is here offer d is only a Part of a large 
Work, which this learned Perſon has drawn up, 
and which I hope he will one Day be prevail'd 
upon to oblige the World with, I am authork 
zed to call it 


Extracts from A Critical Inquiry into the Docrrine 
of a Trinity among the ancient Pagans. _ 


g © 


I. 

« Aﬀer all the learned and ingenious Diſquiſi- 
ce tions of many eminent Moderns on this Sub- 
«ject, it appears, I muſt own, very doubtful ta 
« me, whether any of the Pagans before our Sa- 
« yiour's 
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« yiour's Time, not excepting even Plato him- 
« ſelf, held the Doctrine of a Trinity in any pro- 
r per Senſe of the Word. 
5 « By a Trinity the leaſt that we mean, or 
| «« ſhould mean, (though it be not preciſely the 
ame with the Chriſtian) is a Trinity of three 
Wo © efficient, living, intelligent Perſons, the ſovereign 
Canes and Rulers of all things, and theſe diſtin- 
« guiſh'd by the Pagans in ſuch a Manner from 
tc other Deities, as to ſhew that theſe Three alone 
« were real Divinities in their Opinion, and the 
« reſt only nominally ſuch, or ſuch only in vul- 
« gar Eſtimation. This I fay, or ſomething like 
« it, muſt be the Senſe, in which the Word 
« Trinity ſhould be us d in our preſent Inquiries, 
«to avoid Ambiguities and Trifling, For to 
«talk of a Trinty among the Pagans, and to 
e mean only in a looſer Senſe, either, ſuppoſe, 
« three particular Deities out of threeſeore that 
«are equally idoliz d, or to mean only 1 in gene- 
« ral three firſt Principles of things, including 
« Matter for one, and mere abſtra#? Ideas, or 
« Forms, for another of theſe Principles, would 
* be playing with the Word Trinity, and abu- 
*fing the Chriftian by ſuch idle Comparifons. 

«© The Senſe therefore, in which I would be 
here underſtood to ſpeak. of a Trinity, is that 
| „which I have given above, and in this Senſe 
N G 2 « of 
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ce of the Word I can ſee no clear certain Evi- 
« dences of a Trinity in the Pagan World den 
ce the Chriſtian Ara. — 

« Some of the latter Platoniſis indeed, ſuch as 
&* Proclus and Damaſcius, and before them Sy- 
* r1anus, famblichus, and Plotinus, have aſſerted, 
* as they often do other things, very haſtily, that 
*{uch a Doctrine was taught in the old Orpbic 
Theology and Myſteries, and from thence came 
e down to Pythagoras, and Parmenides, and o- 
« thers of that Set. They alledge too the an- 
e cient Chaldeans and Egyptians for much the 
e ſame Notions, in the Oracles of the one, and 
cc Hermetick Books of the other: and ſeveral learn- 
« ed Moderns, even our excellent Cudworth him- 
« ſelf, have been led away by theſe Platoniſts, 
ce who made a great Shew of Parts and Learn- 
«ing, to aſcribe the ſame Antiquity and Extent 
«to this Doctrine among the Heathens. 

« But when you come to the Proof of theſe 
« things, you have nothing truly ſolid and ſatis- 
e factory; no Text of ancient Writers before our 
c Savrour's Time, plain and full to the Purpoſe, 
e not even a ſingle Fragment of the old Orpbic 
e Verſes, or a Line of Pythagoras, or Parmeni- 
« des, or Egyptians, or Chaldeans to the Point. 
“But it is only either ſomething of recent Date 


« ſince the Goſpel, or of doubtful Authority at 
cc the 
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« the beſt: or more frequently, it is only what 
( chis or that modern Platoniſt reports, or ima- 
« gines of former Times, or ſome Gloſs of theirs 
« on the Orphic, or Parmenidess Poems, when 
« the Poems themſelves ſhew nothing at all of 
« ſuch Meanings. Thus to enter more particu- 
« Jarly into the ſeveral Allegations of this Kind 
NRC. &cC.— 

« In Truth the antient Writers, that 8 
« moſt plauſibly urg d on the other Side, are 
« Moderatus the Pythagorean, and the celebrated 
« Plato. Moderatus has been thought by Dr. 
« Cudworth and others to deliver plainly the Doc- 
« trine of a Trinity in a Paſſage preſerv d to us 
« by Simplicius. And if he certainly did fo in 
« Nero s Time, in which he liv'd, and deliver'd 
eit as the Doctrine of his Sect, we may ſuppoſe 
« without Doubt that ſuch Doctrine was current 
« among his Sect before the Goſpel appear d. 
« But the Caſe is, Moderatus did not teach a real 


a The whole Paſſage ſtands thus in Simplicius, after a long 
Diſcourſe on primeval Matter. — Tam I mpy Tis vas Thy M- 
yore tolng.ory bo,nxivay aneprou Tay EMAuvauy of INS — Ws xc 
e M. di pgres isvgei. Ours 78 xT 1g lo pv 298685 To jy rn, Ev ume 
mT r, © Roxy £010 2m Pai verry. To 3 re Ex, org £57 79 - 
ros *Oy g Nonmov, T& Eidy P tivay” mh J Team, omg is Vj, 
If; uri xe Th ivds x Tay eidav. Thy ON Mont rr H H Ovary mv 
te Tay a i bi ponds prexerr. Simplic. in Ariſtot. Phyſ. Lib. i. 
Fol. 50. col. 2. 
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e Trinity in the Paſſage cited from him, even 
ce ſuppoſing (what is diſputable) that every Word 
e uſually quoted as his came from his Pen. Who- 
«ever will take the Trouble of examining Sim. 
ce plicius narrowly in this Place of his Work, will 
e find Reaſon enough to ſuſpect that what he 
ce cites there of Moderatus was taken from a Piece 
* of Porphyry's, and not directly from any Book 
ce of Mederatus : and the very Form of the whole 
« Paſſage ſhews plainly, that it contains only a 
ce Repreſentation of Moderatus's Sentiments by 
ce Porphyry, or Simplicius, and not the pure 
« Words themſelves of that Pythagorean. But 
« to take the Paſſage as it lies before us. Where i 
eis the Evidence of any living Perſon in his Ei- 
&« , the Second "ry? I have ſhewn that the an- 
« cient Pythagoreans ſuppos'd theſe Ei; to ſubſiſt 
e without any perſonal living Subſtance :* and 
* how does it appear that Moderatus had not the 
e ſame Notions? And what, I aſk, is the third 
« Thing he mentions to make up this Trinity? — 
«© To Tpirey emep 651 \lupxey — The Third (either 
One, or Thing) which is animal, participates of 
One and Ideas. This m wx obſerve, is not 
«a ſingle Perſon, as it ſhould be to make a Tri- 
e nity in this Paſſage ; it is not any particular in- 
* d:vidual Soul, ſuch as the Soul of the World, or 
* the Soul of any Star (according to their Notions) 
«or 


Doctrine of the Trinity &c. 55 


« or the Soul of Plato, or any other Man; but 
Soul in general in the abſtract Nature of it, the 


(„ ERind of Being term'd N Soul. And thus it 


« relates moſt certainly to Human Souls as well as 
« others: and they, if a Trinity muſt needs be 
« underſtood Here, muſt have a Part in that Tr:- 
« nity. From hence then and other Circum- 
« ſtances it may appear that Moderatus was not 
« here ſetting forth the Doctrine of a Trinity, as 
ſome Moderns underſtand him, but only three 
W << Sorts of Beings, that might be call'd EV One in 
«a Pythagorean Senſe, from the Stability, Uni- 
formity, or Simplicity of their Nature, in Op- 
« poſition to every thing of Matter, which they 
« call'd Duad from its contrary Qualities, Ac- 
« cordingly, in the very next Words he fays of 
« all corporeal Things, the Objects of Senſe, that 
_ gry Nature has no Participation of the To Ey 
— am T&rs r as Quo TyVv ray cih 
ct goiew fund fieriq en (ſc. 78 Eves.) Agreeably to 
«* which we find Simplicius himſelf produces this 
« Paſſage of Moderatus, not to prove a Trinity of 
Divine Perſons, for he does not write a Syl- 
able there on that Subject: but merely to ſhew 
this Pythagorean's Notion of the Difference be- 
« tween Things Material, and Immaterial, as 
* may be ſeen by the whole Context and Pur- 

port of the Writer, — 
«I could 
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«I could ſooner believe of Plato, than of any 
* other Heathen, that ſome Glimmerings of 2 
e Trinity might have darted in upon his Mind. 
« But all that has been ever alledg'd from him 


« to this Purpoſe is ſo dark and indefinite, that 
ce it ſeems at leaſt very queſtionable whether in 
Fact he had ever ſuch a Notion. * As to his 
« calling the viſible (paves) Heavens, or the (x-if 
ce wes) World a God in his Timæus, and the Ex. 
tc emplar, or Ideal Plan of it venns Obs, and the 
« Maker of it another Obs, what is all this to a Ml 
« real Trinity? His Exemplar, or Ideal Moni 
« does not appear, any more than the E of Mei 
ce deratus, to be a living perſonal Subſiſtence, or 
ce inherent in any living Mind, or Subſtance, dif- 
« tinct from the Father of all things: and how 
ce then can we prove this a Second Perſon in 1 
ce Trinity, according to his Syſtem? And as to 
« the other God, the x4opues, or &paves, taking it 
«even as Plato ſets it forth in his Timæus, it is 
« only a ey, or created Animal with a Soul and 
« Body, of the firſt Rank indeed; and in that 
« View it is that our Philoſopher ſtiles it «0dzqua 
ce ez. a happy Deity. But then he never calls 
« this a third God, nor his Paradigm, or Ideas, « 
ce Second God, nor the Father of all the Firſt, as 
« join'd with theſe in a Trinity, nor would he, 


a Vid. Plat, Tim. P. 1047, 1054, 1089. Ed. Fol. Franc. 1602. 
« I dare 
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« dare ſay, have rank'd the World with the 
« Author of it under any ſuch Character.— 

« In the mean Time, we may obſerve, he 
« never uſes the Word T, Trinity, of any in- 
« telligent Beings throughout all his Dialogues : 
« and on the other Side, in his Books of * Laws, 
« and * Epinomis, where his genuine Sentiments 
« are deliver'd the moſt authentically under the 
« Perſon of the Athenian, we find a Multitude of 
« Gods acknowledg'd in the heavenly Bodies, and 
*calld expreſily MENTS X TYMIGIT ATES Oedg, moſt 
te great and venerable Gods, How is this conſiſ- 
« tent with the Doctrine of a Trinity, as we ſhould 
tc underſtand that Word? — 

« © In his Epiſtle indeed to Dionyſſus the Sici- 
« ian Tyrant there is ſomething myſterious. 
e There in Anſwer to Dzony/ius's Query to him 
* concerning the Nature of the Fir/t Being, his 
Words are — Tei ny mruy B mit ist, % 
ce £LE4vs WEX Y, % eue CUTIOV GT ANT WV TAIV A 
&« Aav. AdGrepey os wel ra Fuiripa, & Tpiray epi Ta 
© Tpira, — Here it is that ſeveral antient, as well 
te as modern, Chriſtians have thought a Trinity 
« was intimated in pretty ſtrong Terms. It is 
e poſſible this might be bis Meaning. But ſift 
te the Paſſage thoroughly without any Biaſles, 
te and then ſee what Variety of Senſes the Words 


a Lib. 10. P. 954, 5, 6. b P. 1010. c Ep. 2. 
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« may bear, and how difficult it will prove to 
« fix upon them what thoſe Writers have ſug- 
e geſted, — g 

« One thing we are ſure of, that, whatever 

« was Plato's Meaning in this Epiſtle, his Fol- 
«lowers for ſeveral hundred Years after his 
« Death took no Notice at all of this Epiſtle, or 
« any other Piece of his, for the Doctrine of a 
«real Trinity. The firſt Writers, that appear 
« to have applied the Epiſtle to this Purpoſe, be- 
« ing Chriſtian Fathers, namely * Tuſtin Martyr, 
« and * Clemens of Alexandria, who quote it to 
te the Pagans, as if theſe Men had never heard 
« of ſuch a Meaning in it before; very different, 7 
« and remarkably ſo, from Euſebius, who, ci- 
« ting that Epiſtle of Plato's to the ſame Purpoſe 
cc above a Century afterwards, adds expreflly, 
« that he found it ſo explained of a Trinity by il 
« the Interpreters of Plato, becauſe between his 
« Time and that of Clemens, Plotinus, and Porphy- 5 
« xy, had both expounded the Epiſtle in that 
« Manner, and taught a new Trinity, as we ſhall 
ce find, among their Brethren : whereas in Jain 


a Apol. I. P. 87, 88. Ed. Thirlblyß. b His Words are very 
remarkable — cz ap; tum i 1 Ty ayes T ei wardowl 
Strom. Lib. v. P. 710. Ed. Ox c Prep, Evang. Lib. xi. C. 
20, conf, Platin. Eunead. v. Lib. i. C. 8. 


« and 
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and Clemens's Days the Platoniſis were intirely 
( ſilent as to any ſuch Trinity. — 


II. 

« It is extremely remarkable that we hear of 
« no real Doctrine of a Trinity among the Pla- 
« foniſts, or Egyptians, or Chaldeans, before the 
« third Century after Chriſt; though one Pytha- 
« rorean indeed, whoſe Caſe we ſhall prove was 
« particular, had taught ſome ſuch thing before 
«in the ſecond. No Man knew the Platonick 
« Schools, and Syſtem, more perfectly than Plu- 
« tarch, and yet his Account of Plato, in Tra- 
« ;/an's Time, is, that he call'd (Ts Neuro) the 
te grand Object of Intellect, the Divinity, by the 
« ſeveral Names of Idea, and Paradigm, and Fa- 
ce ther, as he call'd Matter Mother, and Nurſe, 
te and the Seat and Place of Generation, and the 
&« Produce of both he term'd "Eyovey and Terios, the 
« Offspring and Generation. The ſame Platonick 
e Principles are ſet forth by the ſame Writer in 
his curious Piece upon the vvxezoia of Plato's 
« T:maus, where he ſpeaks much of God, of the 
« World ideal and viſible, of its Soul, and Origin, 
«and many other metaphyſical Points of Plato's 


a Ou HA m tb Nenn, 2 ie, x wg, 8 Tart - 
(> 7» 3 "Tu i pnrigg, & nen, iche i ages 3s, 1 3 
bb zpuPoir txſorey © g4aviomy de cite. Plut, If, & Oſir. P. 666. 
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ee Syſtem, and the Diverſities of Sentiments up- 
eon ſome Points among his Followers in his 
* own and former Times; but gives not the leaſt 
« Hint of any Trinity among them: and the 
&« Plutarch, who wrote five Books upon the va- 
ce rious Principles of Philoſophers, and who, in 
* my own Opinion, was a Son of the other, * tells 
ce us of Plato, that he taught indeed three Prin. 
ce ciples of all things; but that theſe were God, 
ce Matter, and Idea or Form, which indeed is the 
* only Trinity, that appears in theſe Times a- 
* mong the Platoniſis.— 

&* Accordingly Diogenes Laertius, though Cer- 
ce tainly a deep Searcher into the Lives and Te- 
e nets of the Philoſophers, and though he did 
te not write earlier than Commodus, about A. D. 
56190, never intimates a Syllable of any higher 
« Trinity in Plato, or his Diſciples, * and ſays 


only of him, that his Principles, or Cauſes of 


ce things were two, God, and Matter, among which 


2 Dre Teas Ages (Mya) my Ob, the Tau, The Ile, 
"Em 5 © Otros © Nis, Tan 3 * UTDX64 (46909, es aviee R oe 
I 3 Obeia howpgrres cv mis De, 3 Tis pur, TE Ot 
Plutarch. Placit. Philoſ. Lib. i. C. 3. conf. C* 5, 7, 9, 10. Lib. ii 
C. 6. b Aęzas wiv d, © Aline Ade (di Tixegderyps) mv On 
Sr "Ya. Lib. iii. S. 76. conf. S. 69. The Words d, S 
di have caus'd ſome Obſcurity, and Miſinterpretation of La. 
ertius's Text, for want of being inclos'd, as they are here, in 
Parenthefis, 


cc WAS 
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Wk: 125 his Paradigm, or Ideas. How could this. 

Man under Commodus write in this Strain of 
« Plato, and never drop a Word of any Trinity, 
if, as ſome of our Moderns fancy, the Plato- 


va- nic Schools were ringing every where in theſe 
in Days of a real Trinity, the firſt Principles of 
lls «all things? But * Sextus Empiricus alſo, and 
in- the Chriſtians, Theophilus of Antioch, and © Her- 
00, nas of the ſame Age, tell us all the ſame things 
the of Plato and his Followers; and not only theſe, 


« but Platoniſts themſelves of the greateſt Emi- 
« nence in this Century, confirm our Account, 
« ſuch as Apuleius, Alcinous, and Maximus Ty- 


e- c rius. — 

did «« Neither in ſhort is there one be to be 
D. „found in this, or any former Age, that ſpeaks 
zer differently from the Writers above- cited, or 
ys WY << that intimates a Tittle of a Trinity of three So- 
of a © vereign Perfonal Intelligences, like what ap- 


< pears afterwards in the Middle of the next Cen- 
*tury. The learned Praclus wanted no Will, 
« or Ability, to give the new Platonick Syſtem 
«all the Air of Antiquity, that could be had ; 
« and yet, neither in his elaborate Comment on 
« Timaus, nor in his Platonick Theology, nor any 
* where elſe, does he produce one Author of his 


Ady. Mach. L. ix. C. 2 & 5. b Ad Antal. L. Ii. P. 82. Ed. 
Par. c Irrif. Gent. C. xi. Ed. Ox. 


as « Sect 
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ce Sect in Proof of ſuch a Trinity before the third 
tc Century. Nor does Porphyry, or Iamblichus ; 
*or Syrianus, or even Damaſcius in his : 
« MS Volume (i Apxwr) of Firſt Principia 
ce Theſe Circumſtances are proper to be laid open 
* particularly, becauſe they are in a manner o- 
« yerlook'd, or unnotic'd, by all thoſe Modern 
e who have treated of the Platonick Trinity and 
ce Schools in the firſt Ages of the Goſpel. — 

ce But certain it is, that all of a ſudden there 
te came out ſrom the School of Ammonius Sacca; 
ce at Alexandria, being publiſhed firſt by Plxxi. 
ce nus and Amelius in the Middle of the third 
Century, a new Platonick Trinity, reſembling 
te the Chriſtian in ſome Reſpects. It conſiſted off 
« three Sovereign TTozoeas, or Perſonal Suh. 
* Zences, pure Minds and Spirits, united intimate- 
«ly together, and, though differently denomi- 
e nated, and charaQteriz'd, in ſome conſiderable 
« Particulars by different Writers, yet agreed by 
ce all, as we ſhall ſee hereafter, to be truly di. 
te vine, and far above all created Beings. — It 
« ſeems indeed very probable, that Ammonius, ha-Wil 
eving once been a Chriſtian, might from thenc 
« vive a Turn of this Sort to the Platonick Syl- 
< tem, as he certainly did alter it in others. And 
« this may perhaps be the chief Reaſon, why 
e his Scholars receiv'd his Doctrines as very great 


l he f y Am eu ds ty nf) 
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and precious Secrets, and, as Porpbyry informs 
us, bound themſelves mutually for ſeveral Years 
not to publiſh, or reveal them abroad. But 
however this be, the Fact was what I mention; 
and from theſe famous Diſciples of Ammomius 
FPorpbyry learnt his Trinity, and Jamblichus took 
it from him; only Tamblichus indeed added 
W ſome new Refinements of his own, and Syria- 
© mus and Proclus added others to his, and ſo on, 
« till the old Platonick Syſtem had loſt many of 
its original Features, and became a ſtrangeCom- | 
pound of Orphick, Chaldaicł, Egyptian, Pytha- 
© rorean, Platonick, and Chriſtian Principles, all 
© blended together. — 
« As to the Chaldeans and Egyptians, I have 
proved above that not a Word occurs of any 
real Trinity among them in all the Accounts of 
cheir Theology, that are extant, before our Sa- 
vicur's Time, and many Years after. Nor do 
. thoſe, who in later Ages ſpeak of ſuch a Doc- 
F< trine among them, produce any Authority from 
« either of ancient Date. — 
e Damaſcius indeed tells us over and over 
* that among the Chaldeans there was taught a 


a Damaſ. MS Fol. 41, 42, 47, 74, 94, 140 &c. Damaſcius 
wrote in the 6th Century. The MS here quoted is preſerv'd in the 
Library of C.C.C. 72 It was never printed, only ſome Ex- 


tracts of it by Bp. mberland, and the learned Wolfus. , Se. 


« Triad 


** poſe among theſe Chaldeans ; as Proclus, andi 
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« Triad of Supreme Divinities, call'd nary, a. 
« yapus, and N&s, Father, Power, and Mind: and 
« he quotes a Collection of Oracles to this Pur. 


« others, did before him. But neither he, noi 
« any one elſe of the Antients, informs us, how 
« antient theſe Oracles were in Chaldea; and by 
« the Manner, in which he often refers to Ian. 
« bl;chus for the Chaldaic Doctrine, I am ſatis. 
« fied he drew moſt of his Materials of this Soft 
« from that Writer only, or at leaſt from none 
« prior to him. By his Account, which is worth 
« Our Notice, becauſe no where elſe, Iamblichul 
« had treated very largely of the Chaldee Theology i 
« for Damaſcius himſelf cites the 28th Book offi 
« his upon this Subject; and I gueſs that from 
« him came moſt of theſe Oracles to the latter 
« Greeks ; and I gueſs alſo one thing farther, that 
« thoſe Oracles themſelves had no higher Source; 
« than the Fanaticiſm of a modern Set of My 
« ticks in Chaldea, call'd Theurgics, who by cer 
« tain Rites, and Forms of Invocation, pretend. 
« ed to procure wonderfull Intercourſes and Com- 
« munications with the Gods. * Of this Sort art 
« moſt of the Greek Oracles under the Name d 
« Zoroaſtres, teaching plainly, not a Trinity only 
« 25 mention d above, but many wild and moſt 


a See Stanley Orient, Hiſt. Cleric, Oper. Philoſoph. Tom. ii. 


« ſuper- 
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Wh ſuperſtitious Principles of that Philoſophy pre- 
ſervd to us by the junior Platoniſts. However, 
as theſe are certainly Remains of thoſe Eaſtern 
Doctors, it is Pity they are not purg'd from 
( the miſcrable Corruptions, and Confuſion, 
which overwhelms them in all the beſt Edi- 
(tions. — | 
« We may obſerve pretty much the ſame 
(ching in Point of Age of the Egyptian Doctrine 
upon this Head. The fame * Iamblicbus is the 
firſt, that produces any Paſſages of this Sort 
« from the Writings of the Egyptians: and it 
« might bear ſome Diſpute, whether even what 
he ſays of the Egyptians proves the Doctrine of 
aa proper Trinity among them. But admitting 
on << it to be ſo, according to the general Opinion of 
“our Moderns, yet, as no one before him, that 
« we can hear of, had met with theſe Writings, 
« not even Porphyry, or Plutarch, or Euſebius, 
or any the moſt diligent Searcher before into 
«all their Doctrines, we have Reaſon enough _ 
e from thence to ſuſpect their recent Date, and 
« to place them no higher than the third Centu- 
«ry. It is true indeed he quotes the famous 
e Hermetick Books among the Egyptians for the 
Doctrine he delivers, and he ſeems himſelf to 
c fancy thoſe Books to be of very high Original. 


a Myſter. Egypt. Sect. viii. C. 2, 3. 


TESLA. 


« But 
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But he gives no Evidence, or proper Autho- 
« rity for this Notion of his; and he might be 
« deceiv'd in this Point by ſome crafty Egyptian 
« Prieſts, among whom this Sort of Art had been 
* notorious of old. He tells us alſo frankly one 
« Secret, which at once may ſtrike off all fond 
« Preſumptions of high Antiquity from the mere 
« Name, or Title, of Hermetick Books. For he 
cc has inform'd us, that the Name of Hermes was 
« given by the Egyptian Prieſts to what they 
« wrote themſelves occaſionally in Theology, or 
« Philoſophy. So that thoſe very Pieces he cites 
« from them might be all of this Stamp; and! 
« yerily believe they were ſo from their Diction, 
« or Phraſeology. For the Paſſages, which Jam- 
« blichus cites from them in the ſecond Chapter 
« of his eighth Section, are full of that Platonict 
« Language, which came up firſt in theſe Times; 
te and this Circumſtance it is, which makes them 
« ſo dark, and unintelligible, to thoſe Readers, 
« who are not much acquainted with the junior 
« Platoniſts, — 

Let theſe therefore, if you pleaſe, be real 
« genuine Writings, or Accounts of Egyptian 


a *Q & (ſc. Hermeti.) xay ei iulrtgel et99510 m2 ewTay The cyl. 
a ib iremrony, Ege Tere Th einc ov you pugyre inn 
agorres. Myſter. Egypt. C. 1. Jamblichus ſpeaks this, as” he 
does all the reſt of his Book, in the Perſon of Abamon an Egyptias 


Prieſt, | AG atm « Philo- 
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„ Philoſophers, let them even be original Parts 


ar) | 

of the Hermetick Books in their Temples. I ſee 
no Reaſon againſt this Suppoſition, nor in this 
Point ſhall I diſpute the Veracity of Jamblichus. 
e « * But I muſt beg to be excus'd from receiving 
d « theſe Paſſages, as the Words, either of Hermes 
re « Triſmegi/tus their grand Oracle, or of any E- 
ie « gyßtians of remote Antiquity. 

as « I have much the ſame Exceptions to what 
ey « Damaſcius relates of the Egyptians. * He tells 


« us, what is certainly a Curioſity, that theſe 


« they call'd ſecret, and Darkneſs inefable; and 
« this Character they always pronounc'd three 
« Times, whenever they ſpoke of him. This 
ce perhaps may be taken as a ſtrong Hint at leaſt 
« of a Trinity among them. But then he never 
ce in all his Work produces any ancient Authori- 
* ty for this Account: © and the Writers, whom 
* he elſewhere recommends the moſt, and pro- 


* feſſes to follow chiefly, about the Egyptian 
Theology, are Herdiſcus and Aſclepiades two 
eal It is to me very probable that moſt of the Hermetick Wri- 
an tings quoted likewiſe by Lactantius, Cyril of Alexandria, and o- 


ther Chriſtians, were of much the ſame Date and Original with 


. theſe cited by Jomblichur.— b Oi Aizomne tires Growringens 
20 Exgm05 30 a 1097) G0 pgingeenv, agi 3 rd imPnpilorres. MS Nees 
; Ax. Fol. 43. Kęygi Al rim xauuirs 76 mirTy Dev. Fol. 
148 


Fl. Kgvyfar pigarany aufe Fol, 50. © Ib, Fol. 159. 
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68 A Vindication of the 
« Egyptian Philoſophers near his own Time, -in 
e the Beginning of the ſixth Century. — 

« In the mean Time we acknowledge there 
« was one Pythagorean in the latter Part of the 
« real Trinity of drvine Perſons. This Man was 
« Numenius, whoſe Writings are much celebra- 
e ted among the Antients, and Euſeb:us has pre- 
«ſery'd to us ſome curious Extracts from his 
« Treatiſe ip: rs 'A549Jg, in which he plainly, 
«] think, intimates ſome ſuch Doctrine. He 
e ſpeaks expreſſſy of three Sovereign Gods, the 
«two firſt of which he calls Minds, or Intelli- 
« gences: and the Second of theſe he repreſents 
* clearly as the Son of the Firſt, and as the Crea-Wif 
** for, and Governor, of all things, in Conformi- 
ce ty to the Will of his Father. What his Third 
* God was, is not ſpecified in Euſebius: but * Pro- 
ce clus informs us, that he call'd this God *Amoe 
© ys, Grandſon, with a manifeſt Reference to his 
« Names of the other Two, whom he ſtil'd in 1 
*« coarſe Sort of Language Ege and Namie. 


a O Ours ? u nem; c Iewra wy ini arhrs — % Obs n 
reges 39 © Tears ten tis &c. Numen. apud Euſeb. Prep, Ev. Lib 
xi. C. 18. P. 537. Conf. C. 22. Ib. b NαHν⁰Dνά pir ve d- 
„iores Ors5, Harries wiv 19A6G m3 aegpTre, Thounrys d mw rige, 
Neinys d Tvy Tema. '0 » 197495 „r auwavy 6 Teams 4% Ozdg. A 
peecvoy gate Tem Myery ws (1. 3 as) ix&ve (I. -] P10: Tex ulin, 
nam, Ex23v0r, 'Amgaver, Procl, in Tim. Lib. it. P. 93. 


« Proclus, 
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Proclus, not aware perhaps of the true Occaſion, 


* nius meant the (Köcues) vijſible World by his 
« AT, the Third Deity, and. from Proclus 


ſeveral learned Moderns have taken the ſame 


Interpretation of him. But it does not appear 
from any Words of Numentus, that he had any 


W ſuch Notion : theſe Moderns build only on 
what Proclus has given us as his Conſtruction 
of him; and the real Myſtery of all at the Bot- 


tom was this, if I am not greatly miſtaken. 
* Numenius had read many Parts of our Scrip- 
* ures, if not all, pretty carefully. Origen, who 
was well acquanted with his Books, tells us, 
* that this Philoſopher had often quoted Paſſages 


1 of che Law and Prophets, and had alluded di- 
*re&tly to others of the Goſpe/, with his own + 


Comments upon them; and he moreover 
names the very Treatiſes, where theſe things 
*occur'd. Taking this therefore along with. us, 
*it cannot be too much to ſuggeſt, that Nume- 
* nius knew a Spirit proceeding from the Father 
* and Son was the Third Perſon in the Chriſtian 
« Trinity. And, as he borrow'd for the Uſe of 
* his Philoſophy many other good Principles from 
* our Bible, he might think it not amiſs to bor- 
*row this alſo privately, inſtead of worſe Prin- 


a Orig, contr. Cel/. Lib. iii. P. 198, 
ce ciples 


or Secret of this Matter, imagin'd that Nume- 


f 


/ | 


others may receive it: and I believe it will bl 
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« ciples from his Sect ; and he might think th 
« Word *'AT4zevs as proper for his Purpoſe as 3. 

e ny, inaſmuch as it would not betray eaſily am 
et Reference to the Chriſtian Scriptures, and ai 
e the ſame Time ſerve to intimate (like the Scripil 
te ture-Dottrine) the Proceſſion of the Third Per 

« ſon from the other Two. This I cannot hell 
« perſwading myſelf was his real Senſe, howeve 


« found nothing impoſſible, that the Man, who 
could ſay, as our Numenius did, frankly of 
« Plato, that he was only a Moſes in Attick Dre 
e ſhould be capable of thinking an Apoſtlès Phi 
e loſophy worth his Notice. This at leaſt wi 
ce account much better than any other Hypothe 
« fis for ſeveral peculiar Characters of his Trinih 
e and Phraſeologies upon it, not us d by any P 
« gan before him, nor agreeable indeed to thei 

* old Pythagorean Syſtem of Theology. — 


III. 

« We have ſeen now by a pretty long Train 

* of Deductions how late even under the Goſpel 
te muſt be plac'd the true Origin of a real Trim- 
« fy among the Platoniſts and other Pagans. The 
e next Step is to confider what this Trinity was, 


2 Ti galg ins Madre 3 Macht &FixiL,or apud Clem. Alex. Strom. 
L. i. F. 411. Ed. Ox, | 
cc and 
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end what it was not, eſpecially among thoſe 

or the Platonick Set, there being ſtrange Miſ- 

a apprehenſions about it among ſome of our 

| GS |carned Moderns, owing merely to partial Views, | 
ri or ſcanty Reſearches. N 
er. « ] have mention'd above, that Plotinus, A. | 
ae eius, and others of their Time and School, 
agreed all in this, in teaching à real Trinity of + 

1 22 perſonal Intelligences, far above all created 

wo Being, and truly divine, according to their 

' (ON Notions of Divinity. This general Doctrine 

rel: upon the Point does, I think, run through all 

21-8 theſe down to Porphyry, and his Contempo- 

wih caries. But I give this only as a Sort of Ex- 

he tract from their ſeveral Hypotheſes, not mean- | 

ui ning that their Hypotheſes were all the ſame. 


For in them they ſtill differ'd very widely from 
one another on the Trinity itſelf, giving various 
Denominations and Characters of Moment to 
the Perſons in their Trinity, and purſuing each 

Man a peculiar Syſtem of his own, to ſuch a 
ran: Degree, that one will by no means repreſent 
*them all; and to call this or that Man's Tri- 
*mty the Platonick abſolutely, as ſome have 


*done, would prove very inaccurate and falla- 
cious. 


The Names of the Three Perſons in Ploti- 
© nus's Trinity were — To Ey, Nis, vu — the 
a Ennead. v. L. 1. C. 2=6, - One, 
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72 A Vindication of the 

« One, Mind, and Soul, whom he calls — rg; 
ce pres ue, — three Perſons, or Subſiſtence; 

«in the Quality of Firſt Principles, or Cauſe, 

« His 20 Ey was plainly an Intelligence, as we 

cc ſhould term it, as well as the Second; but he 

<« confider'd it as ſomething more ſimple, and u- 

cc niform, than Mind, and thus above all Work 

ce of Creation, and even all intellectual Opera- 

« tions Whatſoever, which, according to this 

« Philoſopher's Notions, and that of many «- 
te thers, imply ſomething of Diverſity, or Vari 
ce tion of Exiſtence, and thus not quite ſuitable, 
«as they thought, to the Fit of theſe Being 
« —* Amelius his Cotemporary held a Trinity 

« Perſons, whom he ſtiled Three Minds, and 
ce Three Kings, and made them all three Creators, 
cc which few others did, if any, of thoſe Times, 
e Porphyry's Trinity was not, as many hare 
« ſuppos'd, what he attributed to Plato. In Pla. 
« fg's, according to him, the Title of the Hi 
ce Perſon was T ayaJo, the Good, the Second wa 
te Ng, Mind, and the Creator, the Third was th 
« Soul of the World. But in his own Trinity he 


a Aue reino wie Anwuisg330, PP) Tetis Nds, xa BU 
Tes Procl. in Tim. L. ii. P. 93. L. iv. P. 268. b Por pbyr. 
apud Cyril. Alex. contr. Jul. L. i. P. 34. L. viii. P. 271. Ed. 
Lipſ. C Km v TegPuercs tefuir Thy Ala Tay mrw Aęxi. 
daf mo Harig © voni Teta. Damaſ. Agx. MS Fol. 41. 

« call d 
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c call'd the Firſt Perſon Tov Nlaries, the Father, 
like the Chriſtians, as Damaſcius expreſily aſ- 
« ſures us, the Second was Nes Mind, as in the 
other, but the Third was not the Soul of the 
« World, but a Soul unrepxeoprs — above that of 
« the World. And moreover, what is very ex- 
« traordinary, he made this Soul the only De- 
&« miurgus, or Creator of the World, for which, 
©* ſays Proclus, he was ſtrongly oppos d by Tam- 
© blichus his Scholar, — 

« After this, in Conſtantinès Reign, the Plato- 
« nick Theology took a new and ſurpriſing Turn. 
The Platoniſis hitherto, that held a Trinity, 
« (for all did not even in this third Century) how 
e much ſoever they differ'd in other Reſpects, 
yet all agreed, as far as I can perceive, in 
teaching one only Trinity of true Gods. — But 


ave © now another Syſtem began to riſe up among 
7 e them. Jamblicbus ſet up the Doctrine of ſeven, 
"rf « or eight Trinittes, of various Orders, Titles, 
was and Offices, co-exiſting eternally, though iſ- 
te << ſuing the one from the other, and all truly di- 

y he cc qi e.. 5 

IV. 5 

1015 But here a Query ariſes, occaſion d by mo- 
* dern Diſputes, viz. what the Platoni/ts, or o- 
aevi a Procl. ubi ſup. P. 94, 98. b Vid. Procl. Theolog, Platon. 


L. I. C. 11. P. 28. Conf. Procl. in Tim. L. ii. P. 994. 
K cc thers | 
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ce thers, thought of a Subordination in the Per. 
« ſons of their Trinity, or Trinities. Did they 
« commonly teach ſuch a Thing, eſpecially that 
« Kind of Subordination, which the Arians have 
« taught among Cbriſtians. My Anſwer is, They 
te all of them did certainly hold a Subordinatin Wi 
« between thoſe Perſons, ſome in one Degree, and 
« ſome in another, and in a Way too, which 
« would not agree by any Means with our old 
& Nicene Faith. But yet theſe ſame Men hard- 
« ly ever taught the Arian Kind of Subordinatio, 
« and could not have admitted it confiſtentlyM 
« with many other Principles. It is well known 
ce that the Arian Subordination is this, that the 
e Second and Third Perſons are mere Creature: 

« as much ſo as any other Creatures in the Uni- 
«yerſe, though in Rank ſuperior to all othen 
« that they were alſo created by the Will and Pou-Wi 
« er of the Father within a certain Time, with i 
« Beginning of Exiſtence, and created too & ani 
ct yr, as they term'd it, i. e. out of nothing, like 

e all the firſt Materials of the viſible World. But 
te this was not the Doctrine of the Platoniſis, off 
« any other, that held a real Trinity, either in 
«the three firſt Centuries after Chriſt, or in the 
« following Ages. Their general Notion was, 
« that the Second and Third rag, or Subſitence, 
« were, like the Firſt, in the Rank of apxay, oi 
ec Fin | 
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ies. Principles, or Cauſes, of all Creatures, co- 


iſſuing from one as the Head of all, by what 
Fc they term'd a Ilpcodes, or Nexawris, or Proceſ- 
on. This was prov'd long ago by our learned 
Cudiorth againſt Petavius, from Plotinus, 


in 

and Porpbyry, and others: and * Meſbeim his Tranſ- 
ich! lator into Latin has confirm'd this judiciouſſy 
due in his curious Annotations. But it may not 
ud be amiſs to produce here a few Authorities to 
in the fame Purpoſe, ſome eſpecially, which are 
mW not mention'd by thoſe Writers, or by any 
wlll Moderns I have ſeen. © There is, ſays Proclus, 
he aone and the ſame unpolluted inſuperable Divinity 
re: F all the Firſt Intelligences, whom be calls "Eva 
Tn; BY © is Units, from the Simplicity and Purity of 
n cheir Nature. Again — * The Father together 
* << 207th himſelf brings forth the Beings next to him, 


« becauſe by exiſting only he is a Father, and has 
« the Power of Generation united (eſſentially) with 
* himſelf. And in another Place, ſpeaking of the 
Gods in his Trinities — * The Gods are plac d 


a Intell. Syſt, V. i. P. 680. Ed. Lat. b Annot. P. 677 
C Mis & auTy Tay — g H voigay tvaduy 1 bxogrT0; xc dude v50s 
Song. Procl. in Tim. L. i. P. 5 1. d O Ilamig tare cowl - 
5107 . N de, aura 8 T4 l Ilamyg is, * te Thu F zen 
Wverpecy tc ournwwily. Theol. Pl. L. v. C. 17. * 276. 
2 Oi O40} zaviorwy umgh wm, * © © x2ovev vrogmores. Ib. L. i. 
28. | 
K 2 * (or 


exiſting eternally, and independently, though 


/ 
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&* (or fix'd) ſays he, above all Creations, and Sub. 
« fence in Time. | 

„ have ſhewn that Porphyry made the Thirg 4 
« Perſon of his own Trinity, not the Soul of t 
« J/orld, as he thought Plato did, but a Soul of i 
* a higher Form — vT#pxopus — above all Con 
ce nections with the World, like thoſe of the other, 
«and the ſole Creator of all things in the World. 
„Was this Soul, do you think, in his Opinion: 
«© mere Creature, as Arians mean? Depend up- 
eon it, nothing like it. And what then muſt 
ebe his Notion of the Second Perſon in his Tri- 
ce ity, prior in Order even to the Creator of a 
ce things? He ſpeaks it ſufficiently in moſt ſub- 
« lime Terms, repreſenting this Perſon, whom 
ehe calls NS Mind, as iſſuing from God the Fa- 
« ther in a Way ineffable to us, not with any Be. 
« ginning of Exiſtence, but rpocuwruy, before al 
e Ages, and not by any A& or mere Volition oi 


<« the Father, but auroys nnter, ſelf-generated, ani 


* fix'd, like the Father, in an Immutability of eter- 

* nal Subſiftence. — 

* Ameliuss Trinity conſiſted, as we have een 
ce of Three Minds, and all Three Creators. Wil 

« any one fancy that he conſider'd any one of 

« theſe, as no real Divinity, but a Creature of 

« ſome high Claſs? It may be fancied perhaps, 


2 Apud Cyrill. contr. Jul. L. i. P. 32, 33. Ed. Lipſ. 
« but 
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but againſt all Reaſon and Probability. For 
this Man carried the Union of theſe Three Per- 


irs AS ſons fo far, as to ſay that All were One, and 
oO All, and maintain'd that Plato himſelf un- 
l of der the Name of One ſingle Creator included 
an. all his Three. 

ner, « And what muſt we think of the — 
rid, and Chaldeans ? when the former ſtiled the Se- 
n 2 cond Perſon, according to * Jamblichus, the Firſt 
up- God and King (i. e. the Firſt with both theſe 
wi WF Titles, as the Orpbic Theologues did Phanes, 
ri. and ſome Platoniſts their Nss, thinking Ba- 
eds below their Firſt Being of all) and abrige- 


es, [elf-generated from the T5 "Ev, or eurentirap 
in much the ſame Senſe, and © auzzpx7s Ot, the 


om 

Fu. /H faſficient, or all-ſufficient God, ets ef, the 
Be. God of Gods, and mpexoius, before all na, or 
al * /pecifick Sub/tance, as the Platoniſis uſe the fame 
of Word, and the Cauſe of all ſuch S, does 
an not this beſpeak him plainly to be more than 


* Creature? And ſo again, when Amon the Third 


a O u Aptos Iz ug Sr vy TI\arwt rig As dięus PLE!» 
me rag Mf νie- AN ws wel i935 xcy vd TOY Alg NN, Al 
by 'tvamy Thy oy anno F Anwigyay, »% 8 Oi Hans Els ein, 
O Els nas. Procl. in Tim. L. ii. P. 121. b Myſter. gt. 
Sect. viii, C. 2. e I have follow'd here the printed Text in 
ewegxys, though I own aumigyns ſeems to me the true Reading, 
as Ficinus ſuggeſted, being follow'd in one Flee by — Aęxd vag 
ins &c. Ib. C. z. 
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te Deity, after Emeph and Eicton, in another of 
ce their Books is call'd the Anuwppaxis Nes, the 
e Creative Mind, and © 'A\ySeins 3% EoPias Tips 
te , the Preſident over Truth and Wiſdom, are 
ce not theſe ſeeming Characters of true Divini- 
cc ty 2 

« The Third Perſon alſo in the Chaldean Tri- 
* mity, * Damaſcius informs us, was entitled the 
« Firſt Mind, and Mind eſſential, Could the Firſt 
Mind be poſſibly a Creature in their Eſtima- 
te tion? And if this was not, it is eaſy enough 
*to conclude what they thought of the Se- 
ce Cond. — 

ce In ſhort there is no Appearance of any other 
« Sentiments among theſe Heathens with Reſpe& 
«to their Trinity, excepting only in one or two 
* fingular Philoſophers, with whom the World 
ce itſelf by the Name of "0uparcs, or Koopes, was 
&* made'moſt abſurdly the Third Being in a Tri- 


cc nity, 8 


. 


The Courſe of theſe Inquiries leads me on to 
* take ſome Notice of another Point of Conſe- 
te quence, the Subject often of modern Debates, 
tc viz, whether the Platonick Schools and Princi- 


a Ns © megpms Y Aggh N Thy XA dmͤl vn Teaadk, 
© Nes bανns. Azz. MS Fol. 64. 
« ples 


Doctrine of the Trinity &c. 79 


« ples of this Sort affected the C Hriſtian Doctrine 
« of the Trinity ſo much, as ſome inſinuate, a- 
« mong the Fathers of the three firſt Centuries. 

« Some have argued one Way on this Head, 
« and ſome another. The learned Petavius, 
«and his Party, ſuppoſing (what is not true) 
« that the Ante-nicene Fathers held the Arian 
« Kind of Sentiments, or ſpoke æn Arian Sort of 
Language on the Trinity, ſuggeſted that theſe 
« Fathers had drawn thoſe Sentiments and Lan- 
« guage from the Platonick Schools, in which 
« moſt of them, it ſeems, were bred, and ſo cor- 
*rupted the true current Doctrine of the Church 
ce jn this Article. 

Others making the ſame Suppoſitions of the 
cc Ante-nicene Fathers, both as to their Senti- 
« ments, and their Tincture of this Sort from 
« the Platonick Schools, infer rather from hence, 
te that theſe Fathers muſt needs have found the 
“Doctrine of the Church like their own Plato- 
« nic Notions, and that this was the Reaſon 
* why they became ſo cafily converted to the 
« Chriſtian Faith; otherwiſe, ſay they, if the 
e Chriſtian Doctrine in this Point had differ'd 
te widely in thoſe Days from the Platonick, like 
« the Nzcene afterwards, theſe Men would not 


a De Trin. L. i. C. 3, 4. 
cc have 
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« have embrac'd the Chriſtian Fenn ſo eaſily as 
ce they did. 
« Now, from what has been prov'd above in 
« the foregoing Pages, we may form a proper 
« Judgment of theſe Suggeſtions, and may diſ- 
ee cern pretty clearly, that neither the one, nor 
ce the other, have much Truth or Weight in the 
« Caſe. For admitting at preſent, what I beg 
te leave to ſay does not appear in Fact, that the 
te Ante-nicene Fathers were moſt of them bred 
«up in the Platomck Schools, what I pray can 
ce be made out from thence ? It has been ſhewn, 
te that during the wo firſt Centuries of Chri/tia- 
« nity, and a great Part of the third, the Plato- 
ce niſts did not teach in their Schools any real iſ 
« Trinity at all of Three divine Perſons, like that i 
cc of the Fathers in thoſe Times, and when the 
« Platoniſis did at laſt talk of ſome ſuch Trinity, 
te jt was only a particular Set of thoſe Men that 
« did ſo, from the School of Ammonius and Ph- 
« inus ſucceſſively : and how then ſhould the 
« Fathers of the two fir/t Centuries learn their 
“Language and Notions of the Trinity from the 
ce Platonick Schools, and import them, by their 
« Converſion, into the Church ? And where 1s 
te the Reaſon, or Probability, that even in the 
ce third Century the converted Fathers of all Quar- 
« ters of the World, Eaſt, Weſt, North, and 
« South, 


Doctrine of the Trinity &c. 81 


« South, whether Greeks, or Latins, Europeans, 
e Afiaticks, or Africans, ſhould all, or moſt of 
« them, take their Notions of the Trinity from 
« one or two private Schools of Platoni/ts, in one 
« particular Spot of the World, and not from 
« the publick Faith of the Chri/t:an Church, to 
« which they were Proſelytes? Surely theſe are 
« Fancies extremely romantick, and unbecoming 
« ſuch Men as Petavius. 
« The other Suppoſition is far the moſt like- 
« ly, namely, that, what the Ante-nicene Con- 
« verts expreſs of the Trinity with one general 
« Voice, was what they found, at their Conver- 
« fjon, to be generally eſtabliſh'd in the Chriſtian 
« Churches. But then to fancy that, unleſs the 
« Chriſtian Doctrine had been nearly the ſame 
« with the Platonick, theſe Fathers would not 
have been converted ſo eaſily, as they were, to 
« our Religion, is a Whim no better than the 
« other, and plainly confuted, like the other, by 
“Matter of Fact. For it has been ſhewn alſo a- 
e bove, that, during the two firſt Centuries, and 
« upwards, one of the three grand 'Apxa, or 
« Principles of all things among the Platoniſts, 
« was primeval Matter, eternal and ſelf- exiſtent; 
« and another of theſe Principles was Eidy, Forms 
« or Ideas, in the Manner explain'd above. 
{Theſe with the De:ty were then, if I may uſe 
L « the 
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« the Expreſſion ſo improperly, the only Trini- 
« fy we find in their Schools. Was the Chriſtian 
« Doctrine any thing like this in thoſe firſt Cen- 
« turies? And yet did this hinder Platoniſt Fa- 
« thers from Converfion to our Faith ? or did a- 
« ny of the Fathers in theſe Times, who are ſup- 
« pos'd to have been Converts from Platoniſn, 
« ever ſhew an Inclination to ſuch a Triad of Fin 
Principles as thoſe above. Not a ſingle Man 
« of them all: but on the contrary were often 
<« free and ſevere in oppoſing the Platonick No- 
« tions of Matter, and many other things. If fo, 
« here I ſay is plain Fact at once to ſhew us, 
ce that the Fathers could ſhake off Platonick Er- 
ce rors very eaſily, when they came into the 
« Church, and could be eaſily converted to the 
&« Chriſtian Faith, however different that Doc- 
« trine might be from the other. — 
« Look again into the following Ages, when 

« the Platoniſis from Tamblichus downwards had 
e adopted moſt of them a new Theology, teach- 
e ing ſeven or eight Trinities of Gods. — Do we 
« find that any Converts from Platoniſm intro- 
« duc'd any ſuch Notions into the Church, or of 
ce the other Side were incapable of Converſion by 
te the wide irreconcileable Difference between 
ce the Doctrine of the Church, and that of Pla- 
* Zontſm ? All the Hiſtory of thoſe Times proves 
cc the 
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« the contrary: the Churches never admitted one 
« Tittle of this new Platoniſm, and yet, ſays Au- 
« ouſtine, — KRecentiorum noſtrorum temporum 
« Platonict facile Chriſtiant fiunt. — 

«I would aſk alſo another Queſtion farther. 
« Why ſhould thinking philoſophical Men be 
more hinder'd from Converſion by Heathen 
« Prejudices, than vulgar Minds, which are 
commonly ſuppos'd to be more ſubject to ſuch 
« Byafſes, or Prepoſſeſſions? All the Learned 
« know that the vulgar Idolatries and Superſti- 
tions of the Heathen were as oppoſite to Chriſ- 
*« 7anity, as Darkneſs to Light. And yet we 
« know likewiſe that, notwithſtanding this Cir- 
« cumſtance, the common People of the Heathen 
« World embrac'd the Chriſtian Religion in great 
« Multitudes. Why muſt Platoniſts then, or a- 
ny other Thez/t Philoſophers, be thought utter- 
ly untractable to the Chri/{zan Religion by any 
« Difference of this Faith from their Heathen 
« Principles? Surely, if the Goſpel be ſuppos'd 
to carry plain ſtriking Evidences of its coming 
* from God, Philoſophers like theſe before us may 
« be allow'd to diſcern, and follow that Evidence 
«as well as Peaſants, or Mechanicks. — 

« But in the laſt Place, though we have hither- 
* to argued upon the Suppoſition that the three 
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« firſt Centuries were moſt, or many, of them 
“ Platonifts before their Converſion, yet I muſt 
« here throw in a Word or two againſt that Sup- 
« poſition itſelf. I am ſenſible what M. Souve- 
« raine has formerly advanc'd in his Platoniſine 
« Jevoile, and what other learned Men have ſug- 
e veſted on the ſame Head ſince his Time. But 
«I ſee great Reaſon for diſſenting from them in 
&« many Particulars ; and I muſt venture to aſſert, 
« that out of all the Chriſtian Writers in the three 
« firſt Centuries, whether extant, or not extant, 
« amounting to upwards of threeſcore and ten, 
<« there are not zhree, that before their Converſion, 
* or otherwiſe, can be prov'd to have been bred 
«up in Platonick Schools, any more than in 
« Stock, Academick, or Peripatetick. — 
« Theſe Fathers indeed often talk of Plato, 
« and that with ſingular Eſteem, as he deſerv'd; 
e and this Circumſtance, I believe, has led our 
« Moderns generally into the Notion above-men- 
ce tion'd. But this Circumſtance is really of no 
ce Weight at all to this Purpoſe. For thoſe who 
« were born and bred up in the Chriſtian Reli- 
« gion did the ſame thing; and, as Men of 
« Learning, they could not well do otherwiſe in 
« their Situation. Plato was univerſally in high 
« Requeſt for his Knowledge, Probity, and Elo- 
« quence. — And therefore thoſe of the Chriſ- 
© £14NsS, 
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« fjans, who were bred to Letters, and ſtood up 
« in Defence of Cbriſtianity againſt learned Hea- 
« zhens, could not with any Credit appear igno- 
« rant, or regardleſs, of ſuch an Author, as Plato, 
« nor in Prudence could they negle& to avail 
« themſelves of all his Authority, wherever it 
« could be turn'd againſt their Adverſaries. — 

« Nor do we find that Plato and his Diſciples 
« were the only Philoſophers they were acquaint- 
« ed with, or indeed were more known to them 
« commonly than ſeveral others. On the con- 
«trary, you ſee moſt of them had ſearch'd into 
« all the Sets, and into all the chief Writers of 
« each Sect, ancient and modern, and were well 
« accompliſh'd in all, or the chief, Parts of polite 
« Literature then in Vogue. — Theſe are Tokens 
* of free Inquiries at large, and not of narrow 
Attachments to a Sect, or of a crampt Educa- 
tion, or Studies in particular Schools. 

« And if any one ſhould fancy that in theſe 
Times the Platoniſis had ſo far ingroſs'd the 


Schools of Learning, or the Education of Youth, 


eto themſelves, that the Fathers muſt have gone 
* to them of Courſe for Letters and Philoſophy, 
«it is intirely a Miſtake. In theſe Days there 
« were many Schools of Learning for Youth, 
here no particular Se& of Philoſophy was 
« profeſs'd by the Maſters, but Philology, or Li- 


« terature, 
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ce terature, or Science at large. — It was now 
e too, and had been many Years, grown a Fa- 
* ſhion for Students to frequent various Schools 
« of different Sects, and to learn what they could 
* from all. — And we muſt add that the Storcks, 
© Academicks, and Peripateticks particularly, had 
ein theſe Times very eminent Profeſſors, as well 
*as the Platoniſis, and were highly in Repute 
ce with ſeveral Emperors, and Men of principal 
* Quality in the Empire. Not to mention that 
the Profeſſors of Law and Phyjick were very 
« flouriſhing every where, and yielded ſeveral 
c excellent Converts to our Faith. So that tru- 
«ly, for my own Part, I have wonder'd often, 
hy ſo many of our learned Moderns ſhould 
* think of no Schools for the Primitive Fathers, 
ce but the Platonick, as if no others were then in 
“Being, or ſuch poſitive manifeſt Proofs of this 
« Point were remaining from Antiquity, as to 
make it indiſputable. 

« Where thoſe Proofs are is, I muſt own, a 
« Secret to me; and, I am ſure, if we judge of 
e this Matter by the Writings of the Fathers now 
te extant, it is quite the Reverſe. * Juſtin Martyr 
e tells us plainly himſelf, that he in Queſt of 
« Truth applied early to all the chief Sects of 
« Philoſophers indifferently, and, as it happen'd, 


a Dialog. cum Tryph. P. 6—28. Ed. Thirl. 
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« to the Stoicks and Peripateticks in the firſt 
« Place, before ever he had talk'd a Word with 
« the Platoniſts, or Pythagoreans. Tatian was a 
« Sophiſt, or Rhetorician, by Profeſſion, like 
« Polemo, or Ariſtides, till he came to the Chriſ- 
eins. Athenagoras by his Manner would ap- 
« pear to me an Academick originally, as Phi- 
« ippus Sidetes in a curious Fragment ſays he was, 
« Theophilus of Antioch writes, I think, like one, 
« who was a Philoſopher at large, of no particu- 
« lar Profeſſion. Hermias, by the Turn of his 
« Railleries, I ſhould gueſs had been one of the 
« politer Sort of Cyn:cks, who in theſe Times were 
« pretty numerous, and Men of Eminence, wit- 
« neſs only the Demonax of Lucian. Clemens of 
« Alexandria appears every where, what he 
« expreſſly recommends, the Eclectic Philoſo- 
eher, addicted blindly to no Sect of Philoſo- 
« phy, and a deep Searcher into all the various 
« Stores of Learning that the World afforded. 
« Tertullian and Minutius Felix were plainly 


Lawyers in their Heathen State: and the lat- 


« ter, if not the former, pleaded certainly at the 
« Bar. And fo far was Tertullian from con- 
e tracting by Education any Biaſſes towords Pla- 
e foniſim, that he ſhews more Sowerneſs againſt 
a Apud Dodwel! Append, ad Diſſert in Ten. b Strom L. i. 
C. 7. Ed. Ox. 

cc it 


3 —— — ——— 


4 
JT 
1 
7 
I; 
4 4, 
5 
. 
ö 
ö 
1 
: 
15 
f 


» JS 
- 82 
» -y n ö ä 4 
4 4 — - - 
a 4 * — 
2 79 
—A - £3 SES. 


88 A Vindication of the 


ce jt often, than even our Moderns, I believe, 
« would approve. Gregory Thaumaturgus too, 
« and his Brother Athenodorus, were both applying 
« yery hard to the ſame Profeſſion of the Law, 
« when they met accidentally with Origen, who 
« converted them. JIrenaus and Origen were 
« Chriſtians from the Beginning, and ſo were al- 
« ſo, I believe, Hippolytus, Methodius, and Ju- 
« Jius Africanus. Novatian had been a Storch, as 
« the famous Pantænus is repreſented before him, 
« Cyprian, Arnobius, and Lactantius were all, 
« while Heathens, Profeſſors of Oratory, and 
« had each a School for that Purpoſe. Theſe 
« with a few others, whom I need not mention, 
« (ſuch as Clemens of Rome, Ignatius, Polycarp 
« &c,) were all the Writers in the three firſt 
« Centuries, of whom we have now remaining 
« any Pieces entire. But where the Platonsfts 
« are among theſe Believers, the many Fathers, 
« which ſome talk of, as bred up certainly in 
c Platonicł Schools, either wholly, or chiefly, s 
« a perfect Myſtery to me ; and it will always, 
« doubt, remain ſo, for Want of more Light 
« from. Antiquity, than our Libraries are eyer 
« likely to produce. — ah fl. 


I need add but little to what is contain'd in 
the foregoing Extracts, It appears ſufficiently 
how 
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how ſhort and imperfect this Eflay-Writer's En- 
quiries have been into the Sentiments of the Hea- 
then Philoſophers, and how very precarious, if 
not falſe, moſt of his Aſſertions are. He ſets 
out indeed but unfortunately. He begins with a 
Quotation out of Jamblichus, * which he himſelf 
owns to be abſtruſe, dark, and ſuperintelligible ; 
out of an Author, who liv'd 300 Years after 
Chriſt, by which Time the Diſciples of Plato had 
varied from their Maſter's Plan, as this Writer 
acknowledges, and alſo Dr Cudworth, * who 
brings this very Paſſage in Proof of it. I ſhall 
not therefore attempt to explain this dark Paſ- 
lage, but ſhall readily join with our Author in 
recommending it to the Der/tical Admirers of the 
Plainneſs and Simplicity of the Religion of Nature, 
who cannot bear the Thoughts of any thing that is 
myſterious in Reveal d Religion, as alſo to ſuch 
Chriſtian Divines, as chooſe to confider the Doc- 
trine of the Trimty in the Light of Nature and 
Reaſon. * And yet this Writer makes Uſe of this 
abfiruſe and dark Quotation, which he cannot 
tranſlate, and does not underſtand, and which, 
if he did underſtand it, is of no Authority, to ex- 
plain another from Simplicius, that is— ignotum 
per ignotius — to extract Light out of Darkneſs, 
and explain one obſcure Paſſage by another which 


8 P. az. b P. 1332. e nde CPFIIC.. 
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is ten times more obſcure. This Quotation from 
Simplicius has been already conſidered. It is 
indeed a fourth-hand Quotation. Simplicius (an 
Author of the ſixth Century) ſays * that Porphy- 
ry ſays, that Moderatus ſays, that Pythagoras ſays 
— and all together ſay nothing to his Purpoſe. 
Nay, acccording to his own Interpretation, 
both this and the foregoing Quotation prove dis 
rely againſt him. For if this Second God, the 
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92 Second Perſon in the Platonick Trinity, is Exiſ- 
* tence itſelf, then he muſt have been truly God 
"h from all Eternity : *for, according to Plato's owh 
70 þ Doctrine, this Deſcription is ſolely applicable to 
. the eternal Nature of God. Again, if Iamblichu 

4 deſcribes this Perſon as bringing himſelf into Be- 
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ing, lus own Father and Governor, God of Gaul, 
the Principle of all Exiſtence, and of all Intelli- 
gence, he moſt undoubtedly held him to be pro- 
perly eternal, and could not conceive him to be 
a Creature. 

This Ape Ey is in the Original of Simplicius 

call'd Eid: but our Eſſay-Writer, to make it 
look ſomewhat like a Perſon, tranſlates it in the 
ſingular Idea. The Typiny "ty he can by no Art 


a See above P. 53 Kc. b Kaj rwn IV Hege. — wm # 
Medięgꝶ rev muoghuw®- Myer. c P. 126. d See Eſlay, 
P.4. e Ea M ag awregyns — Oths Oui 
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make a Perſon of. This he tells us, anſivers to 
the third and lower Claſs of the Empyrean and E- 
therial Deities, who. were ſuppos d to prefide over 
ſeveral Parts of this Umtverſe, being as it were the 
Souls of this World, Is this then his Doctrine of a 
Trinity? the third Perſon of which is no Perſon 
at all, but a Multitude of created Beings, * @ 
Number of inviſible Spirits, a whole Claſs of Dei- 
ties, who all together make up one God, aThird One, 
and who are, — he knows not what, — the Soul, 
or Souls, or as it were the Souls of the World. And 
what is ſtill worſe, if poſſible, our Lord himſelf 
according to this Writer, was, before his In- 
carnation, - one of theſe Etherial Deities, who 
were appointed as guardian or governing Spirits o- 
ver the ſeveral Nations of the Earth, and who 
now we are told all together anſwer'd to a Third 
Perſon in the ancient Pythagorean and Egyptian 
Trinity. This is the Man, who deſcants fo 
learnedly on the Word Perſon : I ſhould be glad 
to know in which of his two Senſes he here takes 
the Word; as alſo. how he can charge the Ca- 
tholck Doctrine of a Trinity with Contradiction, 
and yet recommend to us ſuch a Trinity as this 
is, where a Number of intelligent Agents make 
not only one God, but one Perſon toe. Such 
Theology, with ſuch Comments on it, may 


a P. 126. b See P. 33. e See. . 34. d f. 188. 
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truly be call'd Egyptian Darkneſs made Nil more 
hideous, Confuſion worſe confounded. 

However Porphyry ſpeaks plainly enough, 
but tis plainly againſt him. The Paſſage quoted 
in the Eſſay agrees not only in Senſe with the 
Doctrine of our Church, but is expreſs'd almoſt 
in the ſame Terms. Here are the very Words 
of our Creeds ob and 'TT55ams: and it is ex- 
preſſly ſaid that the ovoia, Eſſence, or Subſtance 
of God, extended itſelf to Three Trog dees or Per- 


ſons. The Eſſay-Writer tells us that Porphyry 
fKuriſ d about the Time when the conſubſtantial 


Doctrine of the Trinity began to make a Noiſe. 
But we are aſſur d by * Eunaprus and © Suidas that 
Porphyry was cotemporary with Origen and A. 
melius, that he flouriſh'd in the Reigns of the 
Emperors Aurelian &c, and died in the Reign 
of Droclefian, ſeveral Years before Arius, or his 
Doctrines, began to make a Noiſe. And there- 
fore he could not borrow the Doctrine of a con- 
ſubſtantial Trinity from the Nicene Fathers. 
Nor is it eaſy to ſay for what Purpoſe this Paſ- 
ſage is here produc'd, unleſs it be to ſhew what 
we are told is manifeſt beyond all Controverſy, that 
both Plato and his Diſciples held a Kind of eſſential 
Subordination to have exiſted between theſe Gods.” But 


a P.130. b Vit. Porphyr. e In Porphyr. ſee alfo vf. 
de Hiſt. Gr. L. ii. C. 16. d P. 132. 
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what does he mean by Subordination? The Word 
implies no more than a Difference with Regard 
to Order, as Firſt, Second, and Third, which 
we may eaſily conceive between Beings co-eval 
and co-equal. Such a Subordination, and no o- 
ther, does this Paſſage of Porphyry ſet forth be- 
tween the Perſons of the Platonick Trinity. It 
has been ſhewn above that Porphyry held no ſuch 
Kind of Subordination, as this Author would at- 
tribute to him. I ſhall give the Paſſage there 
referr'd to here at Length, whereby it will ap- 
pear that he held (and the fame Notion he at- 
tributed to Plato) that the Ns, or Mind, though 
Second in Order to the Firſt, and proceeding from 
him, was yet, like him, ſelf-ſufficient, uncrea- 
ted, and eternal. 

a See P.76, b 0% 38 5 Neger — os dies Inde 
with 7% ABN bree — r & Tury Thom» T1 @v wm aremivcy- 
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But come we next to Plato himſelf. And 


5 ö . here again we find ourſelves involv'd in Dark- 
bY neſs. * His Notion of a Deity is no where, it 
4 ſeems, deliver d explicitly, and he ſpeaks very ob 
"TN ſcurely on this Subject, fo that we are oblig'd to 


> . 
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27 


17 pick his Dodirine out of Riddles. And our Au- 
2 + thor has choſe to draw his Proofs from, not the 
{8 moſt intelligible of all his Books, his Timeus *, 
72 a Piece, whoſe Obſcurity was complained of in 
. the Days of Twlly, and I believe, is ſcarce better 
. underſtood now. But how came this celebrated 
"if Writer to expreſs himſelf ſo obſcurely ? — it was 
„ either out of Fear of his Countrymen, or becauſe he 
"6 was not ſettled in his own Notions, or both, = 
39 1 This our Oedipus therefore would pick out bus 
. I Dofrine, which he himſelf has purpoſely wrapt 
* 9 up in Riddles, that thoſe, who found his Papers, 
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might not be able to underſtand them ; and would 
confirm his Notions by the Authority of one, who, 
it ſeems, as not ſettled in his own. If this is the 
Caſe, methinks he had better left Plato, and his 
Timaus too, to the Deiſtical Admirers of the Plain- 
neſs and Simplicity of the Religion of Nature. 
Before I proceed to his Proofs I would beg 
Leave to ask a Queſtion or two. If tbe. ſeveral 
Nations of the Earth were under the Government 


a Eflay, P. 12. b P.134. e Cicero de Bin. bon; & 
mal. L. ii. Tom. iv. P. 53. Ed. Lamb. d P. 32. c 
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of ſeveral guardian Spirits, as our Author re- 
preſents Plato himſelf to have taught, and if 
our Lord was only one of theſe guardian Spirits, 
preſiding over one particular Nation, how came 
Plato, Pythagoras, or the Egyptians, to eſteem 
him as God in a peculiar Manner, ſo as to con- 
ſtitute a Second Perſon m a Trinity? Plato, we 
dare told, did not hold him to be the Maker of 
the Univerſe ; nor had he, as far as I can find 
from the Doctrine here laid down, any Dami- 
nion over theſe Heathens, or any Relation to them, 
* and conſequently, according to the ſame Doc- 
trine, was no Gad to them. And therefore our 
Author cannot without Abſurdity, and Incon- 
ſiſtency, attempt to fetch his Do&rine of the Tri- 
nity from theſe antient Heathens. | 

I would ask again, If Plato's Doctrine was 
the ſame with that of this Eſſay ; if he eſteem'd 
the Sen of God to be only a Creature, an Angel 
preſiding, like other Angels, over his particular 
Province, what Occaſion had he to wrap up 
ſuch a Doctrine in Riddles? If he thought that, 
when Angels are commiſſion'd from God with any 
Degree of Power over us, then it cannot be Idola- 
try to pay them ſuch a Degree of Adoration, as ts 
proportionate to the Authority, with which they are 
inveſied ; and that our Lord was one of theſe An- 


a P. 34. b P.132. e P. 100 &. d See EJay, P. 83. 
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gels fo commiſſion'd, this is a Doctrine, which 


approaches ſo nearly to the orthodox Notions of his 


Country (as our Author ingeniouſly expreſſes it) 
that one would think he need not have been a. 
fraid to ſpeak out. If therefore Plato had any 
Notions of a Trinity, which he found neceſſary 
to conceal, and only hint at obſcurely and enig- 
matically, we may from this very Circumſtance 
reaſonably preſume that his Notions were very 
different from thoſe of this Eflay-Writer. 

But I muſt own I cannot diſcover any Foot- 
ſteps of ſuch a Doctrine in Plato's Timæus. He 
does indeed plainly aſſert one ſempiternal and uno- 
riginated God : but I fee no Intimation of any 
Second, or Third Perſon, which might be ſup- 
pos d to be joined in a Trinity with the Maker of 
the Univerſe ; nor does Tully, who tranſlated this 
Dialogue, and often refers to it, ever in any of 
his Works, as I know of, intimate any ſuch 
thing. He does indeed repreſent the Univerſe, 
the viſible World, as an Animal, and calls it a 
God. And this is the God he ſpeaks of in the 


à See Pt. I. P. 35, 92 Kc. b P. 128. c Set above, P. 56. 
Dr. Cudworth does indeed in his Intell. Syſt. P. 572. from & 
Paſſage in this Dialogue, where the World is call'd F aid! wy Oar 
2439005 22aaug infer, that Plato held a Plurality of Perſens in the 
Godhead. But, if this was Plato's Meaning, it is plain that he 
held each of theſe Per/ons to be eternal, 


Places 
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Places here cited. He ſays that be eternal God 
reaſoning with himſelf about a future God, made 7 a 
Boch (or as it is in Tully's Tranſlation, made it) 
moot and even, every May equidiſtant from the 
Center, entire and Perfect compos'd of perfect Bo- 
dies. And having plac'd a Soul in the'Middle of 
it, he extended it through the Whole, and encom- 
paſsd it with the Body. He. then adds that he 
encompaſs d all with the Heavens, and concludes 
thus — d r & mera evduiyunouc Oe auny — 
zemjcuro — by all theſe Means be made, or begat, 
it an happy God. — The Word aura — it — 
cannot relate to vvxy — the Soul, but either to 
— evpayes — the Heavens juſt mention d before, 
or to — Kiopues the World, which was the 
Subject of his Diſcourſe. This is the Gad which 
the Creator reaſon d about : and this the happy God 
which be begat. And thus was Plato underſtood 


2 Obs Is mas ors (I. lens) a4 oo mis Od wink hy wore inte 
145y0y O Aeg, Adio 3 apguAey,. Aπ¹ , Mν̃ TE CH (OS ie, 3 6- 
den 3 Ae Che THAI) eh cugs ih, . Yuggur IN «ig 7 luicry 
ar Feis Al mauyms 5 rent, in the m Taps awry wit 
Plat. Tim, Tom. iii. P. 34. Ed. H. Steph. 1578. Tully thus 
tranſlates it — Quum her nimirum Deus ille qui ſemper eſt, de a- 
liguapdo futurg Deo cogitaret, & ſecum, uti dixi, ratiacinaretur, 
lævem eum effecit, & undique aquabilem, & à medio ad Summumn 
parem, & perfedtum atpue abſolutum ex abſolutis atque perfectis. 
Animum autem, ut it ejus _ collocavit, ita per totum tetendit : 
deinde eum circumdedit cer pere & veſtivit- extrinſecus. Tom. iv. 


P. 443. 
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A Vindication of the 


in Tully's Time, as appears both from his Tran. 
lation, and from his firſt Book de Natura Deo- 


The Eprcurean. there refers to this very 


Dialogue, and probably alludes to this very Paſ. 
ſage, and ridicules Plato for calling the World 


itſelf a God — Mundum ipſum animo & ſenfibu 
præditum, rotundum, ardentem, & volubilem Deum, 
portenta & miracula non diſſerentium Philoſophorum, 


fed ſomniantium, — the World itſelf endued with 4 
Soul and Senſes, a round, fiery, rolling God, the 


Wonders and Prodigies, not of reaſoning, but dream 


ing Philoſophers. But our Eſſay-Writer, dream 
ing ſtill more wildly, would advance this round 
and rolling God into a Perſon of the Trinity ; but 
is oblig'd firſt to curtail, and diſguiſe his Au- 
thor. He ſuppreſſes all that relates to the For- 
mation of the Univerſe, and by tranſpoſing the 
Sentences, leaving out all that comes between, 
and adding the Relatives this and wwh:ch, not to 
be found in the Original, makes the perfectiy haps 
ty God relate to the Soul mention'd ſome Senten- 
ces before. And by ſuch Practices he would in- 
duce his Reader to believe that Plato ſpeaks of 
the Son of God as a created Being, a future Gad, 
whereas the whole Context, and the Paſlage it- 
ſelf, if taken entire, plainly ſhew that he is diſ- 


courſing of the Formation of the Unztver/e. 


a P. 198. 


His 
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His next Quotation 1s ſtill more extraordinary, 
The whole Paſſage runs thus — odꝭ 5 Kiopes &rw 
Car opc|ov, T4 opale th x, ch Y vorls oed, a- 
Gios, pigaces © apigns, ad Ni, 74 C THASGTA) EG 345 
ay, dis cupaog ade, poreems wy Here it is plain 
again that Plato is ſpeaking of the World — 5 
Ksowes — paves 3ge. — But how different a Face 
does it bear, as it ſtands in the Eſay? Our Au- 
thor has pick'd and cull'd out ſuch Phraſes, as 
might ſeem to bear ſome-Reſemblance to the 
Titles given to our Saviour in Holy Writ, and 
induce his Reader to think Plato was ſpeaking of 
a Perſon in the Trinity, and left out all others, 
which manifeſtly ſhew that the whole is appli- 
cable only to the vi/ible World, though intermix'd 
and coming between thoſe he has given us: and 
this without any Hyphen, or Mark to ſhew that 
any thing is omitted. — "0 Köche — the World 
— (ov dc — 4 v1/able Animal — ci — the 
Object of Senſe — wpaves d — this Heaven, — are 
all omitted ; and ſuch Words only choſen, as 


a P. z in fine, b What he meant by — de youred Otod 
— may appear from P. 29, where he ſays that the World was 
made according to an eternal Pattern, or Idea. In another Place 
this ſame God, the World, is call'd ade, Od zany. Cc This 
is explain'd P. 31. where he argues, that, as the Univerſe was 
made according to a perfect Pattern, there can be only one ſuch, 
and then follows — d Tx ore , or areigus, ln 0 i; 
Kiens, à ds il worogerrs Kiee 1839105, 11 , » tor). 
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might beſt ſerve to deceive his Readers. The 
World has of late been troubled with many falſe 
Quotations, but ſcarce any that come up to this, 
His Method of quoting too deſerves our Obſer- 
vation. He deals out to us ſingle Words, and 
Scraps of Sentences, without any Reference to 
Edition, Section, or Page. He might teaſona- 
bly hope that the Reader would not take the 
Pains to read over this long and obſcure Dialogue 
of Plato quite through to the laſt Sentence. But 
he is detected, and his Practices brought to 
Light. 

Our Author concludes his Eſſay with ſome 
miſcellaneous Reflections, which he calls Re- 
marks on the Athanafian and Ni cene Creeds, v 
come now to be conſider'd. 

In the Firſt Place then we are told that fle 
Doctrine of the three Hypoſtaſes was not the Doc- 
trine of the Council of Nice, — but was afterwards 
adopted by ſome of the Conſubſtantialiſts, and ws 
inſerted in that Creed, which goes under the Name 
of Athanaſius, but which could not paſſibly have been 


dritten by him, becauſe he, as well as the reſt of 


the Nicene Fathers, inſiſted upon it, that there wa: 
but one Hypaſtafis in the Trinity, any more than one 
Ja, fince they ſuppos'd thoſe two Words to mean 
one and the ſame Thing. But what does he mean 


3 P.135. by 
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by the Doctrine of the three Hypoſtaſes, the Doc- 
trine itſelf which we would expreſs in theſe 
Terms, or only the Expreſſion? The Doctrine of 
a Trinity in Unity has (as we can ſhew) always 
been held from the Beginning by the Catholick 
Church, though there may have been ſome Va- 
riation in their Manner of expreſſing this Doc- 
trine. * Cyprian ſays that Chriſt commanded the 
Nations to be baptiz'd in the compleat and undivided 
Trinity. And again — F you ſay the Temple 
of the Creator, he cannot be his Temple, who doth 
not believe in him : if of Chriſt, he cannot be his 
Temple, who dentes Chriſt to be God: if of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt, fince theſe Three are One, how can the 
Holy Ghoſt be propitious to him, who is an Enemy, 
either to the Father, or the Son? Tertullian thus 

profeſſes his Faith — © T always hold one Subſtance 
in Three who are connected with each other. And 
again — * This is Judaiſm, fo to believe in one God, 


a Ipſe Chrifus gentes baptizari jubet in pleni & adunati Trini- 


tate Ep. 73. P. 206. Ed. Oxon. b Si Creatoris, non potuit, 


qui in eum non credidit : fi Chriſti, nec hujus fieri poteſt Tem- 
plum, qui negat Deum Chriſtum : fi Spiritus Sancti, cum tres u- 


num fint, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus eſſe ei poteſt, qui 
aut Patris aut Filii inimicus eſt. Ib. P. 203. c Cæterum ubi- 


que teneo unam Subſtantiam in tribus cohærentibus. adv. Prax. 


Cap. 13. d Cæterum Judaicæ fidei iſta res eſt, fic anum Deum 
credere, ut Filium adnumerare ei nolis, & poſt Filium Spiritum. 
— Quod opus Evangelii — fi non exinde Pater & Filius & Spiri- 
ths Tres crediti Unum Deum ſiſtunt? Ib. Cap. 30. To which we 

may 
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as not to reckon with him the Son, and after the 
Son the Spirit — What is the Work of the Guſpel 
— if not from thence the Father, the Son, and the 
Spirit being believ'd to be Three make One God? 
Clemens alſo of Alexandria, (*though our Author 
would repreſent him as of a contrary Opinion, 
beld a Co-aquality in the Perſons of the Trinity, 
He expreſſly aſſerts that the Father and Son are 
both One God, and proves it from Joh. i. 1. In 
another Place he thus addreſſes God — © Son and 
Father, both One — and ſoon after he gives Praiſe 
to the only Father and Son — with the Holy Ghoſt, 
all One. 

As to the Expreſſion of three Hypoftaſes, 4 | 
acknowledge that the Word 'Tm5aos is us d by 
Greek Writers in various Significations. With 
Regard to the Subject before us, it has often 


may add — Cuftodiatur oix9reias ſacramentum, que Unitatem in 
Trinitatem diſponit, tres dirigens, Patrem, & Filium, & Spiritum 
Sanfum. Tres autem dico non ſtatu, ſed gradu : nec ſubſtantia, 
ſed form : nec poteſtate, ſed ſpecie, unius autem ſubſtantiæ, & 
unius ſtatis, & unius poteſtatis. Ib. Cap. 2. — And — Qui 77 
Lim fint, non Laus, quomodo dictum eſt, Ego & Pater Unum 


Cap. 25. See alſo Apolog. Cap. 21. 

a.P.134. b E,; 28 Aug, » Sig on dms, Es &px 6 Aly 
» c Ty O49 xay Obs uy © Aog95 Pædagog. Lib. 1. C. 8. P. 113. 
Ed. Par. 1629. c 'Yit % Tlamg, is d — Ti jpory Harel & 
Tis c e 4116 ThdVugm, mule il. Ib. Lib. iii. ſub fine. 
I underſtand — i v i»: in the ſame Senſe, as afterwards = 
ra 79 22435, ahr Td gas — in all things, abſolutely One. 
. been 
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been us d to ſignifie Subſtance, or Eſſence, and 
has been eſteemed ſynonymous to ov. Thus 
our Author obſerves that the Council of Nice 
condemned thoſe who aflerted that the Son was 
— c eripas d osietas 1 Soias; and before them 
the Council of Antioch declar d that the Son was 
— 201% % vrozzre O But then by other Wri- 
ters this Word TTxi5ao:s has been us'd in 

ſition to Oboiæ, to ſignifie the diſtin Subſiſtence 
of each Perſon in the Trinity. And this way of 
Expreſſion obtain'd very early in the Church. 
The Word was thus applied (as we ſhall ſoon 
ſee) in the Days of Athanaſius himſelf, The Fa- 
thers of the Greek Church, as they choſe the 
Word "04ers, or Conſubſtantial, to condemn 
the Errors of Arius, ſo they thought to guard a- 
gainſt the Hereſy of Sabellius, by acknowledging 
in the Divine Eſſence three Hypoſtaſes. Nor was 
this a novel Term then lately invented. It was 
us'd long before by the Platoniſts to denote the 
different Perſons in the Trinity, as our Author 
himſelf acknowledges. It is us'd. by Euſebius, 
who entitles the twentieth Chapter of his eleventh 
Book of Prep. Evangel. — Iltgi Tpiwor apamean. u- 
Toguriwy and Socrates tells us that this Euſe- 
bius, and Euſtathius Bp. of Antioch, though they 


a P. 143. Labb2 Conc. Tom. i. P.845. b Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. 
e. 23. : 
differ'd 
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differ d about the Word One,, yet both as 
greed — ty2 ©toy oy Tpioy vTozzoeow tive. It is us d 
by Alexander Bp. of Alexandria one of the M. 
cene Fathers, who ſpeaks thus of the Son — * j. 
doTgorov cunts Togo /d aim Ey dx d 
6 Aves — His Predeceſſor alſo Dionyſius makes 


Uſe of the ſame Term — EI rw ręcis Elvay rug To 


Toca, pappepio pus yas Eivcy Ne, reis eic, Kay 

4 FEAWTW, 7 Tl Faay Th E AVENET WORW, 
And {till earlier Origen mentions ſome Hereticks 
in his Time, who held — * pen Ala Pipe TW 4700. 
1 Toy Tiov 1 IlaTpos, N w E. Boiæ, NA w» 
rox ct, vues dle e KATH Tas triyoias 
& vr Tr — * Tertullian alſo applies in the 
fame Manner the Word — Subſtantia — ſubſian- 
tiua Res, — which ſeem to be Terms invented 
purpoſely to expreſs the Force of the Greek Word 
"TT65ams. He allo uſes the Word Perſone in 


a Epiſt. apud Theod, Hiſt Eccl. L. i. C. 4. b Apud Ball, 
de Spir. San. Cap. 29. c Comm. in Job. P. 186. Ed. Huet. 
d Ergo, inquis, das aliquam Subſtantiam eſſe Sermonem. -- - Non 


vis enim eum ſulſtantitum habere in re per Subſtantiz propriets- 


ut Res & Perſona quædam videri poſſit. adv. Prax, Cap. 7, 


| * Quod Deus Dei, tanquam ſubſtantiva res, non erit ipſe Deu, 


ſed hactenus Deus, quia ex ipfius Dei ſubſtantia. Ib. Cap. 26. 
e Rurſus quot Perſonæ tibi videntur perverſiflime Praxea, niſi 
quot & voces? Habes Filum in terris, habes Patrem in czlis. 
Ib. Cap. 23. --- Secunda Perſona Sermo ipſius, & tertia Spiritus in 
Sermone. Ib. Cap. 12. 


the 
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the ſame Senſe ; and ſo does Hippolytus the Greek 
Word Tgorem 

But in the F ourth Century chere was ſome 
Diſpute about the Uſe of the Term Hypoſtaſis. 
The Fathers of the Latin Church, though mean- 
ing the ſame Thing, yet diſapprov'd of the Ex- 
preſſion. They thought that Hypoſtaſis ſignified 
the ſame as Subſtantia : and therefore fearing 
that three Hypoſtaſes might imply three diſtinct 
1 they choſe to call them Tres Perſone, 
or role Npiorwra. Others again thought theſe 
Expreſſions ſavour d of Sabellianiſm. This Diſ- 
pute aroſe in the Time of Athanaſius himſelf, 
and was ſettled by him in a Synod held at Alex- 
andria. The Epiſtle of this Synod to the Church 
of Antioch is ſtill extant among Athanafius's 
Works. * There we find that thoſe, who held 
there were three Hypoſtaſes, declar d that they did 
not thereby mean with the Arians, that they 


a To vag iopiy Gn if iris N A im Ivo Iglu A- 
Les, Wreur q plas. contr. Noet. Cap. 7. --- Ade u cr ies O15, 
, esc r 3ve. Ib. Cap. 14. b Amer 2 
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106 A Vindication of the 
were divided from, and of a different Subſtante 


from each other, and that each Hypoſtafis exiſted ſe. 


parately by itſelf, as is the Caſe with other Crea- 
tures, and with thoſe who are born of Men, — and 
that they did not ſay there were three Gods, or three 
Principles, nor could they endure thoſe who ſaid, or 
thought ſo, but that they believ'd in @ Holy Trinity, 
but one Godhead, one Principle ; and that the Sm 
was of one Subſtance with the Father, as the Fu- 
thers had ſaid, and the Holy Ghoſt no Creature, nor 


foreign from, but proper to, and inſeparable from, 


the Subſtance of the Father and Son. Thoſe who 
held there was only one Hypoſtaſis declar d that 
they took Hypoſta/is in the ſame Senſe with Uſa, 
and that they did not mean with Sabellius to 
deny the proper and diſtinct Subſiſtence of the Son 
and Holy Spirit: but only to expreſs that the Son 
and Holy Spirit were of the ſame Eſſence with 
the Father : for (ſaid they) we believe that there 
is one Godhead, and the Nature of it one, and not 
one Godhead of the Father, but another and diſfe- 
rent from this that of the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
Hereupon both Parties receiv'd each other's Ex- 
plication, and join'd in condemning the Errors 


a Qs &12078 21705 T8 Tied, & armenrs F aps H . Ib. 
Bb Mlas 8 Ozomyne, © ula- 41 TIw vn Od me Ce, © c 
dan geb Thu) Ts Hargòs, Sil d Tere v v Lied, ru TS ax 
H Ib. 


both 
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both of Arius and Sabellius. Gregory Nazianzen 
gives us the like Account of this Diſpute, and 
relates how it was ſettled by Atbangſius. He 
calls it an idle Diſpute about Sounds. Aſter this 


we find this Way of ſpeaking very common both 
among the Greek and Latin Fathers. Their u- 


ſual Language was—one Subſtance or Oar *, and 
three Hypoſtaſes or Perſons *, 

This ſhort and plain Account of Matter of 
Fact will eaſily lay the Duſt our Author has 
rais'd about the Terms Hypoſiafis and Lia. It 
now appears how little Truth or Pertinence, 
there is in all that he has here advanc'd. We ſee 


2 Tis 8 ulæs Oboe x F rex Tmmomoray Nj win d i- 
Nav tber sds, T5 fab 80 G, , Otomiles, Th J Ts F reads idbi- 
rec, youwiyey 3 2 e reis IAG dels, ai & dvr ægei vol Als 
$4Y0T1T05 1g mug artig YAWTING, * bro ro mvlas dA an Ths 
Ones mh Tmmouony, 2 A TETS ar 1027 une Th Ilgoowar i pn 
Tecis Oboicy . TI 28 as May n A Neu rig ts 
Its Als » e Thy 1x00 wixpehoyaem. Orat. 21, P. 395, 6. Ed. 
Par. See alſo Orat. 32. P. 520. b The Word Tues is al- 
fo render'd by Ilgcowmy in all the ancient Greek Lexicons, Suidas, 
Heſychius, and Phavorinus, ==" agua; mo Tigoownmey (ſays Suidas) 
dia pi q Oxoms, Trmogioes Teas, Temig Tits, a Water II.. 
Teas Therowme. --- Theodoret ſays -- Tho Nelas Oidlav tho ay 
Teadad muaivey wuxOuaps, Thu Ji 3x Vroguos Tigeowns vis 11 
dend, cio N 25 Hirrębs, & 7% Ticd, » F ayis mrs, Thu 56 
ru, x; gieren, g Thu ihonile mur mpuanre OR win Toi 
F cyon Tiemrigay goes Ane. Dial. 1. Tom. iv. P. 65.6. Ed. 
Par. 1612. See Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. ii. C. 9. n. 11. Water- 
dand's 2d Def. P. 449 &c. Stilling fleet on the Trinity, P. 117 Kc. 
Sicer in Voc. Tavis. 

O 2 Feel 


108 A Vindication of the 


in what Senſe Athanaſius and the Nicene Fathers 
held there was only one Hypoſtafis in the Trinity; 
we ſee that there was only a verbal Difference 
between thoſe who ſaid there were three, and 
thoſe who ſaid there was but one Hypoſtafis ; that 
the Doctrine of the three Hypoſtaſes was the ſame 
with the Doctrine of Athanaſius himſelf, and that 
the very Expreſſion prevail'd in his Days, and 
was approv'd, or at leaſt allow'd of, by him; 
and that this Writer has no Pretence to charge 
thoſe who ſay there is one Uſa and three Hypoſta- 
ſes with holding a Contradiction. We ſee alſo how 
little Reaſon he has for the Reproach he throws 
on his own Church P. 137. It appears that the 
Words 'Tm5aos, and Perſona, were us'd to ſig- 
nifie the diſtinct Subſiſtence of the Father, Sor, 
and Holy Ghoſt, not only in the Days of Athana- 
ius, but long before; and that this has been the 
conſtant Language of the Church ever ſince; 
that Tm5aos is conſtrued by ancient Writers to 
ſignifie the ſame as Npiowmnov, and is ſo render d 
by all the Greek Lexicons. How then could it 
come into this Author's Head to ſay that he i 
very ſenfible that in our Engliſh Tranſlation of the 
Creed commonly call'd the Athanafian Creed we have 
followed the Church of Rome, whoſe Infallibility can 
give what Signification if pleaſes to Words, in ret- 
a P.137, 15:08 


dering 
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dering the Word Tmoaos by the Engliſh Word 
Perſon, that Church having render d it by the La- 
tin Word Perſona ? — And what makes this till 
more abſurd is, that this Creed is now generally 
allow'd by learned Men to have been wrote o- 
riginally, not in Greek, but in Latin. And con- 
ſequently the Word Perſona is no Tranſlation at 
all, but the very original Word of the Creed 
itſelf. 

To the fame Purpoſe he tells us that paſibliy 
this may be the Reaſon why the Anathemas are 0- 
mitted out of our preſent Nicene Creed, becauſe they 
contradict in Terms the Athanafian Creed, which 


nother of the Son, and another of the Holy Spirit. 


FAA EEBSRESSS 


on, WW — And again — I cannot help ſaying, it is ſame- 
bing odd to have theſe tuo Creeds eſtabliſb d in the 
the ame Church, in one of which thoſe are declar'd to 
e; e accursd, who deny the Son to be of the ſame U- 
to Ml /, or Hypoſtaſis, with the Father ; and in the o- 
rd ber, it is declar'd they cannot be ſaved who do not 


aſſert, that there is one Hypoſtaſis of the Father, 
and another of the Son, and another of the Holy 
the WM 659. Very indecent and injurious Reflections 
ze WM theſe on the national Church: he ought at leaſt 
to have been ſure he had very good Grounds for 
- chem. But it appears, not only that there was 


a See Waterland's Crit. Hiſt, b P. 143. <c P. 147. 
8g merely 
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5 7 : merely a verbal Difference between thoſe who 
. held only one Mypoſtgſis in the Trinity, and thoſe 
„ who held bree, but that in the original Athana- 
3 an Creed there is no ſuch Word as Hypoſlafis, 
3% py 2 and therefore not ſo much as a verbal Difference 
* between the two Creeds. What ſhall we fay 
| 99 5 - then, when we look into Church-Antiquity, and 
3 Ros find that, what we commonly call the Nzcene 
+. Hh Creed, is really the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, tg 
A: . 4 which there are no ſuch Anathemas annek'd, 
„ and in which there is not, nor ever was, any 
1 5 ſuch Word as — pia Tmoaois — one Hypoſtafis, 
4 5 — Art thou a Maſter in Iſrael, and knoweſt not 
13 theſe Things ? 


Fg * Our Author having ſhewn his great Skill in 


.- . © 
- - - _ — = 
3, o * 
_ - a 
7 a 
—_— 


55 Greek, and Church-Antiquity, proceeds next to 
92 5 criticize on the Engliſb Word Perſon. But as he 


has here advanc'd nothing, but what has been 
objected, and anſwer'd before, I muſt defire him 
to be contented with ſuch Anſwers as Bp Stilling- 
Feet, and Dr Waterland, have already given to 
the ſame Objection. The latter thus argues —* Al 
that Dr Clarke hath prov'd, or can prove, is only 
this ; that ſeparate Perſons are ſo many intelligent 
Beings ; which we readily admit: but united Per- 
ſons, or Perſons having no ſeparate Exiſtence, may 
be one Being, one Subſtance, one God, notwith- 


2 P. 138 &c. b Defence, P. 328, 9. 
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flanding. And that you may not think I ſcreen my 
felf under dark Words, or obſcure Diſtinctions, I 


will tell you frankly the Meaning of what I have 
now ſaid. It is little more than this, that Perſons 
ſo united, as to make one Being, may be one Being. 
I ſuppoſe the Affirmative, that they may be ſo uni- 
ted ; having ſufficient Grounds for it in Scripture, 
and in Catholick Antiquity. It hes upon you, in 
this Caſe, to prove the Negative. viz, that no U- 
nion whatever can make two Perſons one Being, one 
To Octey, one God. You are to ſhow the Suppofition 
fo be impoſſible in the Nature of the Thing; that 
rs (as I humbly concerve) you are to prove what you 
know nothing of ; and are to work up a Demonſtra- 
tion without Ideas. — Again — Our Defence a- 
gainſt the Charge of Tritbeiſin will be as follows, 
By comparing Scripture with Scripture, we plain- 
ly find that the Divine Unity is not an Unity of Per- 
ſon : wwe obſerve that there are more Perſons than 


one dignified with the ſame high Titles of Lord, 


God &c, inveſted with the ſame high Powers, At- 


tributes, and Perfections, and intitled to the ſame 
Honour, Worſhip, and Adoration. And yet the 
Scripture never tells us of two true Gods, but con- 
flantly aſſerts that God is One. We take Notice 
that the Father is Jehovah, and the Son is Jebo- 
vah, and yet the Lord Jehovah is One Lord; the 


a P. 331. 
Father 
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Father creates, and the Son creates, and yet we 
have no Warrant to ſay two Creators ; the Father 
is worſhipp'd, and the Son is worſhipp'd, and yer 
ve find no Foundation for aſſerting, two Objects of 
Worſhip, or two Worſhips. In a Word, the Fa- 
ther is God, and the Son is God, and yet we are no 
where taught to call them two Gods. The &bviu 
Concluſion from theſe Premiſſes is, that they are bath 
One God: ( otherwiſe indeed Ditheiſm is unauuid. 
able) and thus the Scripture-Notion of Unity is of 
more Perſons than One in the ſame Godhead, = 
And ſoon after he adds — * Theſe Confideration 
convince us that there is a Medium ( ſaving the Semi 
efential Divinity) between Sabellianiſim and Tri- 
theiſm. We aſſert not three abſolute, original, cu. 
ordinate Divinities, like the Marcionites ; de fe. 
parate not the Perſons from each other with the A. 
rians ; we hold not a ſpecifick Unity, ſuch as be- 
tween two Individuals of any Species, tuo Men far 
Inſtance. If we did any of theſe, there might be 
ſome Colour for the Charge of Tritheiſm. But we 
acknowledge, with the Scriptures, One God the Fa- 
ther with his co-eſſential and co-eternal Son and 
Spirit; One Head and Fountain of all, the Thret 
Divine Perſons being One in Nature, One in 
Knowledge, in Preſence, in Operation and Energy, 
never ſeparate, never qſumder; diſtinct without Dis 


8 P. 332, 


on, 
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we 01/on, united without Confuſion. I this be Tri- 
op BY hbeiſin, it is what the Scripture has taught us, and 
mT Ki God, who beſt knows his own Nature, hath 
recommended to us. But it is not Tritbeiſm; it is 
ble true and only Medium, which may be found by 
no oking in Scripture for it, and which you ſeem to 
| have lofd by following a falſe Light, and wandering 
too far in fanciful Speculations. — To the ſame 
kind of Objections Bp Stilling fleet alſo thus anſ- 
wers — * Is not this great Skill in theſe Matters to 
make ſuch a Parallel between three Perſons in the 
Godhead, and Peter, James, and John? Do they 
think there is no Difference between an infintely 
perfect Being, and ſuch finite limited Creatures as 
Individuals among Men are ? Do they ſuppoſe the 
Divine Nature capable of fuch Diviſion and Sepa- 
ration by Individuals as human Nature is? No, 
they may ſay, but ye who hold three Perſons muſt 
think ſo. For what Reaſon ? We do aſſert three 
Perſons, but it is on the Account of divine Revela- 
tion, and in ſuch a Manner, as the Divine Na- 
ture is capable of it. For it is à good Rule of Boe- 
thius, Talia ſunt predicata, qualia ſubjefta permi- 
ſerint. We muſt not ſay that there are Perſons in 
the Trinity, but in ſuch a Manner as is agreeable 
to the Divine Nature; and, if that be not capable 
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of Diviſion and Separation, then the Perſons mui 
be in the ſame undivided Eſſence. 

I need add no more on this Head, but ſhall 
proceed to examine the Cenſures our Author has 
been pleas'd to paſs on the Council of Nice. On 
their firſt Anathema, in which they condemn 
thoſe, who ſay there was a Time when the Son was 
not, and that he did not exiſt before he was begat- 
ten, he thus animadverts — The Nicene Biſhops, 


fence they could not deny but the Begetter muſt have 


exiſted before the Begotten, ſcem d to have fram d 
this Anathema, wherein they aſſert, in Imitation of 
treneus, and ſome few other metaphyſical Writers, 
that the Son did exiſt before be was begotten : that 
is, that he did potentially exift in the Subſtance of 
the Father, out of which he was afterwards gu- 
ten. — J could wiſh he had produc'd ſome of 
theſe Paſſages out of Ireneus, or any other of 
theſe metaphyſical Writers: I can find no ſuch. 
> Nay I find the very Reverſe aſſerted by this 
ſame Ireneus, that the Son always co-exifted with 
the Father, and that not potentially only, as eve- 
ry thing did, that either hath exiſted, or ever will 
exiſt, but in ſuch a Manner, as no Creature ever, 
did. And I will venture to aſſert that renew 
never ſaid any ſuch thing as this Writer here aſ- 
a P. 144. b Non enim infectus es, O homo, neque ſem- 


per co - exiſtebas Deo, ſirut proprium ejus Verbum Lib. 11. C. 43. 
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cribes to him, * eſpecially as I am herein ſupport- 
ed by the Authority of one who has carefully 
enquir'd into theſe Matters. 

As to this Anathema of the Council of Nice, 
it will admit of an eaſy Explication, if we con- 
ſider what were the Errors of Arius, which they 
intended here to cenſure. Some ancient Writers 
had repreſented the Son as coming forth from the 
Father, and manifeſting his divine Power and 
Glory in the Creation of the World : and this 
Manifeſtation they call'd by the Name of Gene- 
ration, though they conſtantly maintain'd that 
he exiſted with, and in the Father, before this 
Manifeſtation, or Generation. Of this the A. 
rians took advantage, and finding that this Ma- 
nifeſtation or coming forth of the Son had been 
call'd his Generation, they from thence inferr'd 
that he did not exiſt before. And this gave Birth 
to thoſe Phraſes which the Arians affected to 
uſe. — © there was a Time when the Son was not 
— he did not exiſt before he was begotten — he was 


a Auſim enim ſpondere, fi omnes ejus libros ſedulo evolvas, | 
ne unum quidem Iota te reperturum, quod Filii mil owrardty re- 


pugnet, ut nunquam ſatis mirari poſſim Candi, & aliorum fron- 
tem, qui ipſum etiam reneum inter Arianizantes Patres recenſe- 
re non erubuerint. BA Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. iii. Cap. 2. n. 4. 
b See Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Se. iii. Cap. 5. Waterland's Defence, 
P. 134 Ke. P.160 Kc. © "Hy mers irt cnn ty <-> EH garufn- 
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(like other Creatures) made (not, as our Author 
tranſlates it, begotten) out of nothing. By theſe 
Phraſes they meant to expreſs that the Son was 
not really and actually eternal: and the Nicene 
Fathers condemn'd theſe Phraſes in the Senſe in 
which theſe Hereticks us'd them, thereby intend- 
ing to aſſert and eſtabliſh the real and actual E. 
ternity of the Son. They never meant to affirm 
that the Son exiſted potentially before he was begut- 
ten, but to condemn thoſe who denied his Pre- 
exiſtence before any ſuppos'd temporary Genera- 
tion. The Arians indeed did argue that the Be- 
getter muſt have exiſted before the Begotten : but 
the Nicene Fathers were ſo far from allowing it, 
that they conſtantly maintain'd the contrary. 
Nor were they any way pinch'd, or diſtreſs'd, by 
this filly Argument of the Ar:ans. We have the 
Writings of ſome of them now extant, * and we 


find they gave the ſame Anſwer to it, as the n- 


a Thus argued Alexander Bp of Alexandria == ik 1s i IN. 
l Yiemre F Ewrnges nav d wiay xu xoivwvicy wes vd TW 
Ae, Tiere apud Theod, Hiſt. Eccl. L. i. Cap. 4. And Atha« 
vaſius at large confutes this Objection of the Arians —"Ag' wv ar 
Garona Ms 1 © Vis , 3 Tito 38 lens xgT ineivus 3 are - 
o8my n wh νẽ“Lo s. Obdupas. On 38 ws arwmes © Ons. 
De Syn. Nic. Decret. Tom. i. P. 258. --- And again - K 
cu TSTW i v a pw my Eyyoiod ei C bens 1 7s 
Tit g4arvnors" 85 ul 8 Tay Ie Tixvay ov deu 0 marie 
fre auTol Go 2vlss esliges, ogtgo/ H006pty - 3 Otis PT” #1, a4 
F Tis Tlamg is, Ib. P. 260. | 
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dern Aſſerters of the Son's eternal Generation do; 
viz. that though it has pleas'd God to repreſent 
the Relation, which the Second Perſon in the Tri- 
nity bears to the Firſt, under the Analogy of that 
of a Son to a Father, yet we muſt not think that 
this Analogy holds in every Reſpect, or that e- 
very Circumſtance of human Paternity and Fi- 
liation is applicable to the divine. Nay, they 


a Athanaſius, as in the Words juſt cited he ſays — 0 3 Os 
4a ar, ad F Tis Harig is ſo in another Place he ſays -- Tits 38 
wy #00455 i F Harębs, che nv, irt GON ty, A tet ny, ein 
x, amwyzacug F Nate ix & vi dd ts Hargds. Orat. 
IV. contr. Arian. Tom. i. P. 481. --- Again --- Ob $i in” awry 
Mies, , 70 mv wert irt chu nv, xy an ny Tow , a ToiewTry 
0 Geney F roinugirar aguolyot Mech, are q o Tits reteg v 
dies do Hang, # 5 i belag idle yirmnug, Aogos & erl. d- 
To 0 idov $ Tis Teo Toy Nlarteg, C bre Toy Ilarieg rd Tis del xvv- 
Fiy ide, gt un Toy Otoy Atyerr wort &X073v, uur: Toy Ti ad- 
Foy wert Atyer* id A mn Libs, ei us i; ewrs ; » Os mn Aog95 
ple, ei pun dd Aide (fort. ider) awry ; wors 2 Th ids xwets 
„' Ocds. x. r. A. Orat. I. contr. Arian. P. 326. His Predeceſ- 
ſor Alexander reckons this among the Errors of 4rizs, that he 
held — crx a& + Org PAL z, & N nv drt © Oas nalię cb by apud 
Hocrat. Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. i. Cap. 6. --- and he himſelf thus expreſ- 
ſes his own Faith, *Ar«yx1 Thy Harig dd wa Harig. EG 5 
Nlarhg ad wgre F Tis, Od yenugnle Harig, os ) wagires a- 
79 Fi, 4d ny 5 Hariuę THAG05 aviRuThs TY avwy ON Tod 19.28, & 
Neisse, df on Algripgeres, „ i cine bre aun, rb fe 
Tivw. Apud Theod. Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. i. Cap. 4. And the fame Way 
of reaſoning was made uſe of by others before --- by Dionyfus of 
Alexandria --- & 8 nv in O25 chi nv lang Ad Toy X e490, Algo: 
il »; ch & dur fu & 40 & rr 4 ay > Oꝗtbg, dre ira 
S reien ru. Apud Atbanaſ. de ſentent. Dionyſ. Tom. i. P. 559. 
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118 A FV indication of the 


were fo far from allowing that the Begetter muff 
have exified before the Begotten, that on the other 


Hand they argued that the Father could not exiſt 


without the Son. Nor were they capable of ſo 
weak an Evaſion, as to ſay that he Son exiſted 
only potentially from all Eternity. It appears from 
the Paſſages already quoted, and might (if there 
were any Occaſion) be made appear from many 
more, that they held the Son to be actually and 
properly eternal. The real and actual Etermhy 
of the Son was indeed the chief Subject of De- 
bate in the Nicene Council; this was what the 
Arians denied; this was the plain Meaning of 
thoſe Phraſes of theirs — there was a Time when 
the Son was not — he did not exiſt before he was be- 
gotten &c. This was what began the Controver- 
iy ; * Arius argued — If the Father begat the Son 
he who was begat muſt have a Beginning of Exiſ- 
tence ; — and this is what he was condemn 
for in the Synod held by Alexander at Alexan- 
dria. The Thing indeed ſpeaks itſelf. Had the 
Nicene Biſhops held the Son of God to be eternal 


by Origen as quoted by Pamphilus. --- Non enim Deus, cm 
prits non eſſet Pater, poſteà Pater eſſe cæpit. Origen. Oper. I. 
iv. P. 164. Ed. Par. 1512. --- By Novatian --- Semper enim in 
Patre, ne Pater non ſemper fit Pater, de Trin. Cap. 31. 

a Ei 0 Ilerhe ner Toy Ti, α d ix;4 0 garynI os. 
Secrat. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. i. Cap. 5. Sozomen, Hiſt, Ecel. L. i. 
Cap.15. b Socrat. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. i. Cap. 6. 
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in no other Senſe than any the meaneſt of his 
Creatures is, where was the Difference between 
them and the Arians or what could be the Sub- 
ject of their Diſpute ? What Reaſon could theſe 


Fathers have to condemn thoſe who were in Ef- 
fect of the ſame Opinion with themſelves? and 


how came Arius, or any of his Adherents to 


ſcruple to ſubſcribe to Anathemas, which aſſert- 
ed the Son to be eternal in ſuch Senſe. only, as 
they themſelves might call him eternal; in ſuch 
Senſe, as every thing that either hath exiſted, or e- 
der will exiſt, is eternal? 

But we are told that it is @ Contradiftion i in 
Terms to ſay that he exiſted, as a Son, till be was 
begotten ; and therefore that the Nicene Fathers 
have anathemiz'd all ſuch, as will not affirm a Con- 
tradiftion. — The Nicene Fathers never (aid any 
ſuch thing , or, if they had, yet, if they held a 
twofold Generation, one temporary, the other 
eternal, they would have been guilty of no Con- 
tradiction, if they had ſaid that our Lord exiſted 
eternally as the Son of God before any Manifeſta- 


tion of his to the World. But it is one thing to 


ſay that the Son exiſted before he was begotten, and 

another to condemn thoſe who ſay he did not exiſt 

before he was begotten. For both theſe Propoſi- 

tions imply a temporary Generation: and it was 
a Eſſay, P. 145. 

plainly 
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plainly the Meaning of the Arians by the latter 
Phraſe both to aſcribe a temporary Generation to 
the Son, and to deny his Exiſtence before ſuch 
Generation, And therefore, though theſe Pro. 
poſitions may appear contradictory, they are not 
really ſo, but there is a Medium between them 
viz: that the Son both was begotten, and actual. 
ly did exiſt from all Eternity. And this was the 
Doctrine of the Nicene Fathers *. 

The only Foundation he has for this Cenſure 
of the Nicene Council is a Quotation out of an 
Epiſtle of Euſebius, as we have it in * Theodoret, 
But he might have known that this Part of the 
Epiſtle is ſuppos'd by many learned Men, and 
particularly by © Bp Bull, and Dr Cave, to have 
been added by a later Hand and they give very 
good Reaſons for their Opinion. We have this 
ſame Epiſtle in * Socrates; and there this excep- 
tionable Paſſage is omitted: and it ill coheres 
with what goes before. Beſides Euſebius has 
been by many, and amongſt the reſt by Athana- 


fus himſelf ſuſpected of Arianiſin: and it is ſup- 


pos d that he wrote this Epiſtle, to excuſe him- 
ſelf to thoſe of his own Perſwaſion for ſubſcri- 
bing the Nicene Creed. And if this Paſſage 1s 


a See Bull Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. iii, Cap. 9. b Hiſt. Eecl. 


Lib. i. Cap. 12. c Ubi ſupra, d Life of Euſebius Sect. 12. 


e Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. i. C. 8. 
| really 


really his, as I hope it is not, and to be under- 
ſtood in the Senſe, in which our Author takes 
it, as the Words do indeed ſeem to import, I 
muſt own it will be difficult to vindicate him, 
not only from Ariamſm, but from groſs Preva- 
rication. But then, though we may allow Eu- 
ſebius to ſpeak for himſelf, we cannot permit him 
to anſwer for all the Nicene Fathers, nor is his 
Explication of the Faith to be call'd their Method 
of reaſoning, eſpecially when it contradicts their 
known and avowed Doctrine. 

Nay, this very Evaſion, which he would 
charge the Nicene Fathers with, owes its Inven- 
tion to Arian Subtlety, Their own Hiſtorian 
Philoftorgius informs us that Theognis Bp of Nice, 
one of the Arians condemn'd by the Nrcene 
Council, held that God was a Father, before be 
begat the Son, becauſe he had the Power to beget 
him. Paul alſo of Samoſata ſeems to have had 
Recourſe to ſome ſuch Evaſion. Athannfus tells 
us that he held the Son to have exiſted before all 
Ages in God's Decree, but to have been brought in- 
to Being at Nazareth, that the Father might be 


a Toy Ovo e F h Tie Tlavigg oi, dre M. 1 Jive + 
un Torre rü ee. Lib. ii. Cap. 15. b Ts un atogeous 


e a b, Th 5 dj, On Notlorger d,“, we dg ein, 


eres, © int mwng Ons 6 lang. Orat. contr. Apollinar. Tom. i. 


P. 635. 
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the One God cover all. Accordingly the Council 
of Antioch, which condemn'd his Errors, fays 
that our Lord was before all Ages God, the Son of 
God, not by Foreknowledge, but in Eſſence and Sub. 


our Author would father on he Nicene Biſhops, 
we beg leave to return to its rightful Owners, the 
Impugners of our Lord's Divinity : and recom- 
mend it to the Uſe of thoſe, * who can, for pru- 
dential Reaſons, ſubſcribe to any thing, which 
they can poſſibly put a Conſtruttion upon agreeable 
to their own Notions. 

As to what he fays P. 141, that the Co-equa- 
lity and Co-eternity of the Second Perſon is by n 
means conſiſtent with the Relation that there is be. 
tween Father and Son, 1 have already anſwer 
that we cannot in every Point argue from hu- 
man Generation to that of the Son of Gad. Af 
ter all we readily acknowledge with our Author 
that theſe things are beyond the Abilities of the 
moſt ſubtile Philoſopher to explain: and therefore 
we think it does not become us to be too mi- 
nute or particular in the Explication of them. 
As to the Terms, which our Church has usd 
to expreſs her Faith, I ſhall only fay that they 


a Ob ature, AN dei i dregtice Ohy odd 1 Apud LI. 
52 Concil. Tom. i, P. 845. b See Dedic. of Eſſay, P. 9. 
2 147. : | 
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are the beſt we can think of: if he diſlikes them, 
we ſhould be glad if he could furniſh us with o- 
thers, which might better expreſs the ſame Doc- 
trine. If the Terms Hyp9/la/is, or Perſon, ſeem 
to him improper, I ſhould, for my Part at leaſt, 
deſire no more, than that he would expreſs his 
Abhorrence of the Errors both of Arius and Sa- 
bellius in as full and explicit a Manner, as the Bi- 
ſhops did in the aforemention'd Synod of Alex- 
andria, and I will promiſe not to contend with 
him about Words. | 
But he is pleas'd to turn this Argument upon 
us — Let us ſuppoſe, ſays he, for the preſent, 
that theſe things were above our Comprehenſion ; and 
then I ſhould be glad to be inform d of the Reaſons 
why thoſe very Perſons, who roar ſo loud againſt 
the vain Attempts of Men in ſcrutinizing the 
Things which belong unto Heaven, ſhould take up- 
on them to explain thoſe Doctrines, which they them- 
ſelves declare to be above the Reach of human Un- 
derſtandings. — But who are theſe Roarers? I 
ſuppoſe the Governors of our Church, the Com- 
pilers of our Creeds and Articles. This Author 
is peculiarly happy in his Expreſſions. I ſhall 
calmly anſwer him, that our Creeds, which ſeem 
to give him ſo much Offence, were not, as I 


apprehend, defign'd to explain theſe Doctrines, 


a P. 149 
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but to guard againſt the Practices of thoſe, who 
would explain them away. The Divinity of our 
Lord, and the Doctrine of a Trinity in Unity, 
were (as we can make appear, and has appear d 
in ſome ſmall Meaſure from theſe Papers) al- 
ways eſteem' d fundamental Articles of Chriſtia- 
nity : and had Men been content to acquieſce in 
the Truth of theſe Doctrines, as deliver'd in 
Scripture, the Church would have had leſs Oc- 
caſion to enlarge her Creeds. But when Men 
found ſubtle Evaſions to explain away theſe Doc- 


trines, and invented nice Diſtinctions to elude 
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ſelves did not believe the moſt fundamental Doc- 
trines of Chriſtianity? Or rather were not the 
ſame Cautions to be us'd in this, as Men have 
always had Reſort to in other like Caſes: Aſk 
any Lawyer what Method is to be taken, when 
Men find Evaſions to elude any Securities given: 
I ſuppoſe he will tell you that other Articles muſt 
be added, which they can't ſo eaſily evade. Aſk 
the Legiſlature why it was thought neceſſary to 
add other Oaths to that of Allegiance : I ſup- 


poſe 


: the Force of thoſe Scriptures which taught them, 
| 1 what was to be done then? Were ſuch Men not 
þ only to be allow'd to continue in the Church, 
4 but to be entruſted with the Care and Govern- 
N a ment of it? Were thoſe to be employ'd to teach, 
'y and take Care of the Souls of, others, who them- 


Doctrine of the Trinity &c. 125 


poſe the Reaſon may be that Men had found 
Means of explaining this away. The very ſame 
Reaſons are to be given for the additional Arti- 
cles in the Nicene and Athanafian Creeds. They 
are properly negative Articles, not deſign d to 
impoſe any new Matter of Faith, or to explain 
what is above our Comprehenſion, but only to 
ſecure the old Faith againſt the Evaſions of ſubtle 
Men, who would explain away the Myſteries of 
Ariſtianity, and adapt them to their own No- 


T” oo” Y 0 I” ©» Tas I Ss 


than in the Words of the excellent Dr Water- 
land, who thus comments on this Article of the 


c 


viding the Subſtance. — Here would be no Need 
of theſe particular Cautions, or critical Terms, in 
Relation to this Point, had Men been content with 
the plain Primitive Faith in its native Simplicity. 
But as there have been a Set of Men, call'd Sabel- 
lians, who have erroneouſly taught that the Father, 


iincarnate, and ſuffer d, and roſe again, making the 
| WW Father (and Holy Ghoſt) to have ſuffer d as well 
as the Son, hence it becomes neceſſary to caution e- 
very pious Chriſtian againſt confounding the Per- 
| ſens as thoſe Men have done. And as there have 
| been others, particularly the Arians, who bave pre- 


a Crit, Hiſt, of Athanaſ. Creed, P. 1 35. 
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tions and Fancies. I cannot expreſs this better 


Creed — Netther confounding the Perſons, nor di- 
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126 A V indication of the 
tended very falſely, that the Three Perſons are Three 
Subſtances, and of different Kinds, divided from each 
other, one being before the other, exiſting when the 
other two were not, as alſo being preſent, where 
the other two are not preſent ; theſe falſe and dans 
gerous Tenets having been ſpread abroad, it is be. 
come neceſſary to give a Caution againſt dividing 
the Subflance, as theſe have done, very much to the 
Detriment of Sobriety and Truth, 

And that this was actually the Reaſon why 
the Nicene Fathers inſerted the Word Conſubſtan- 
tral into their Creed, we are aſſur d by Athanas 
ſaus. He tells us they made Uſe of this Term to 
guard againſt the Errors of Arius, who had pro- 
pagated ſuch Doctrines as theſe, that there was a 
Time when the Son was not; that he did not exiſt 
before he was begotten ; and that he was, like 0- 
ther Creatures, made out of nothing: and he ſays 
they could have no Reaſon to cenſure the Word 
Conſubftantial, as unſcriptural, ſince their Phraſes 
were all of them unſcriptural; and therefore it 
was plain they did not object to this Word, be- 
cauſe it was unſcriptural, but becauſe it fo fully 
condemn'd their erroneous Tenets. He farther 
adds that it was the crafty and fraudulent Eva- 


fions of theſe Arians, which nw the Council 


a De Syn. Nic. Decr. Tom, i, P. 267 &c. De Syn. Arim. & 
Feleuc, Tom. i. P:935 &c. 
to 
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to make Uſe of this Term. For, if the orthodox 
aſſerted Chriſt to be of God, the Arians would al- 
low it: for all things, they ſaid, were of God. 
If they faid the Son was the Power, Wiſdom, and 
Image of the Father, the others would admit it; 
for that we alſo are ſaid to be the Image and Glo- 
ry of God; and even the meaneſt Creatures are 
ſometimes call'd the Power of God. If they af- 
firm'd him to be God, the others would allow it, 
but in no other Senſe, than as Angels and holy 
Men are ſometimes in Scripture call'd Gods. If 
they inſiſted on it that he was the true God, this 
alſo the Arians would aſſent to: but reſerving to 
themſelves this Evaſion, that, if he was made 
God, he muſt be a true God. It was therefore to 
guard againſt ſuch ſhameful Equivocations that 
the Fathers made Choice of the Word Conſubflan- 
nal, in which they thought themſelves juſtified 


both by the plain Senſe of Scripture, and by the 


Authority of their Forefathers, who had us'd the 
ſame Term to expreſs the Divinity of the Son. 

* But now we come to mathematical Demon- 
ſtration : and the Doctrine of a conſubſtantial Tri- 
nity is charg'd with 4 Contradifion in Terms. 
His Proof amounts to no more than this, that 
becauſe tbe San is of the ſame Subſtance with the 


Father, therefore whatever is affirm'd of the Per- 


a P.147 &c. 
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128 A Vindication of the 


ſon of the Son is applicable alſo to the Perſon of 


the Father. I ſhall cut off his Demonſtration at 
once by denying that the Subſtance (i. e. the Di. 
vine Eſſence or Godhead) of the Son enter d into the 
Womb, or was born. 

His other Demonſtration I ſhall leave him- 
ſelf to anſwer. * That the pre-exiſtent Spirit of 
the Logos became incarnate, and was made Man, 
and that the ſame, who took human Nature up- 
on him, endur'd the Croſs, and ſuffer'd Death, are 
Propofitions, which may be found totidem verbis in 
this Eſſay : and if this other Propofition be allow, 
which may be found as explicitely in the * Scriptures, 
as Cited in this ſame * Eſſay, that this Logos was 
God, then it muſt follow of Conſequence, that God 
ad. made Man, ſuffer d, and died, ſince other- 
wiſe it would have been the Man Jeſus, and nit 


Jeſus the Meſſiah, or Chriſt, that ſuffer d for the 
Sins of Men. If he pleaſes to anſwer this De- 


monſtration, the ſame Anſwer may ſerve his 
own. For my Part, I muſt freely ſay that ſuch 
Kind of Reaſoning ſeems to me to deſerve no 0- 
ther Anſwer than Contempt. 

I could wiſh indeed that, before he had at- 


| tempted to charge others with abſurd Conſe- 


quences, he would have clear d his own Scheme 


a P. 148. b P. 109, c P. 101 &c. d Job. 1. I. 


e P. 94. ih 
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from the many Abſurdities it is manifeſtly clog- 
ged with. A Trinity of one God and two Cea- 
tures ; one infinite and two finite Beings ; one 
only eternal, * and properly call'd God, the other 
two temporary Gods, made Gods to ſome ſort of 
Beings only, © and that in Reward of their Me- 
rits and Services; *a Trinity of Gods between 
whom there was always, before Chriſtianity ap- 
pear d in the World, an eſſential Subordination of 
Power, and yet one of them had not any Pow-- 
er over the other, till after our Lord's Aſcenſion, 
an infinite Series of ſpiritual Agents in Subordi- 
nation one to another ; a Number of inviſible Spi- 
rits, * a whole Claſs of Etherial Deities, which 
conſtitute à Third One, a Third God, or Perſon 
in the Trinity; * a created Creator; * a Creature 
made to us a God, * and entitl'd to divine Homage, 
Worſhip, and Adoration from us; ' a Creature, 
who takes upon him the proper and incommu- 
nicable Name of the Supreme God, a Name 
which denotes an eternal, immutable, and ne- 
ceſſary Exiſtence, * who delivers divine Com- 


mands in his own Name, forbids Men to worſhip * 


any other God but himſelf, and ſpeaks in the fir jt 


a P. 51. b P. 89. e P. 101. d P. 123, 132 . 
ine ... ieee 27. 21 P. 89. 
K P. 112, 82, 8 3. I P. 53 Ke. m F. 66. n F. 73. 
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Man fhew any plain and downright Contradiction 
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Perſon, ſaying I AM THAT IAM; a ſecond 
God, * wvho was made a God to thoſe Beings, which 
inhabit this Heaven, and this Earth, as a Reward 
for having taken human Nature upon him, and 
yet was before this the God of Iſrael, * nay was God 
in the Beginning, by whom all things were made; 
and 70 him together with the Holy Spirit the Jews 
paid divine Worſhip; not made a God till after his 
Aſcenſion, and yet known and acknowledg'd as 


God not only by the Jews, but by the Egyp- 


tions, Pythagoreans, and Platomſis. Theſe In- 
conſiſtencies I have frequently had Occaſion to 
take Notice of before: if he will be pleas'd to 
reconcile them, he may then with a better Grace 
proceed to charge our Creeds and Articles with 
Contradiction. I ſhall cloſe this Argument with 
the Words of A. Bp Tillotſon — * Now let any 


in all this, or any other Difficulty beſides this, that 
the particular Manner of the Exiſtence of theſe three 
Differences, or ' Perſons, in the Divine Nature, 
expreſs d in Scripture by the Names of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghbft, is incomprehenſible by our finite Un- 
derſtandings, and inexplicable by us: in which 1 do 
not ſee what Abſurdity there is, fince our Adverſa- 
ries cannat deny that many things certainly are, the 


2 P. 43. b P.89,101, c P.64, d P. 94. e P. 43. 
F P.123&. g Vol. I. Serm. 44. P. 429. Ed. Fol. 1728. 


ar- 


CC . / an i the o& an ns 


- oY ac. a, CY TY 


Doctrine of the Trinity & c. 131 


particular Manner of whoſe Exiſtence we can nei- 
ther comprehend, nor explain. Let us now ſee, 
whether the Opinion of our Adverſaries hath not 
greater Difficulties in it, and more palpable Abſur- 
dities following from it. They ſay that the Son of 
God is a mere Creature; not God by Nature, and 
yet truly and really God by Office, and by divine 
Apporntment and Conſtitution ; to whom the very 
fame Honour and Worſhip is to be given, which we 
give to him, wwho is God by Nature. And can they 
diſcern no Difficulty, no Abſurdity in this * What ? 
no Abſurdity in bringing Idolatry by a Back-door 
into the Chriſtian Religion, one main Deſign where- 
of was to baniſh Idolatry out of the World? And 
will they in good earneſt conteſt this Matter with us, 
that © the giving Divine Worſhip to a mere Crea- 
ture is not Idolatry? And can they vindicate them- 
ſelves in this Point any other Way, than what will 
in a great Meaſure acquit both the Pagans and the 
Papiſts from the" Charge of Idolatry * What ? 0 
Abſurdity in a God as it were but of yeſterday? in 
a Creature-God? in a God merely by pofitive In- 
ſtitution? and this in Oppoſition to à plain moral 
Precept of eternal Obligation, and to the fixed and 
immutable Nature and Reaſon of Things? So that 
to avoid the Shadow and Appearance of a Plurali- 
ty of Deities they run really into it, and for any 
a See E/ay, P. 51. b Ib. P. 89. e Ib. P.82,112. 
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thing I can ſee, into downright Idolatry, by * wwor- 


ſhipping a Creature beſides the Creator, wwho is le. d 
fed for ever. They can by no means allow two Gods 10 


by Nature: no more can we. But they can wil- in 


LL of ” x 4, 
=D 7 IEEE EE 


— 


N — — 


| lingly adnit of two Gods ; the one by Nature, and 7 
Hl the other by Office, to whom they are content to pay ll ;; 
227 the ſame Honour, which is due to him, wwho is God n 
2 by Nature. Provided Chriſt will be contented to fl ;4 
5 be but a Creature, they will deal more liberally with I tc 
45 him in another Way than in Reaſon is fit. And d d 
* they fee no Abſurdity in all this, nothing that is con- I n 
fis trary to Reaſon and good Senſe ? nothing that feel o 
5 like Inconſiſtency, and Contradiction? Do they con- f. 
14 fider how often God hath declar d, that he will nt C 
| j give his Glory to another? and that the Apoſile MI |; 
I deſcribes Idolatry to be the giving Service, or Wor- « 
fi ſhip, to Things which by Nature are no Gods? — il 
| T only propoſe theſe things, without any artificial t 

Aggravation, to their moſt ſerious and impartial x 

Conſideration : after which I cannot think that IF \ 

theſe great Maſters of Reaſon can think it ſo eaſy dt 

Matter to extricate themſelves out of theſe Difficul- il | 

ties. The God of Truth lead us into all Truth, and 

enlighten the Minds of thoſe who are in Error, and 


give them Repentance to the Acknowledgement of il 
the Truth, for his Sake, who is the Way, the Truth, | 
and the Life. 


a Rom. i. 25. b Gal. iv. 8. 0 
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- Our Effay-Writer having quite Knock d us | 
= | down with mathematical Demonſtration proceeds 8 
o triumph moſt unmercifully, * Popery is rung i 
-n our Ears; and the Doctrine of a conſubſtantial 1 
4 Trinity is compar'd with that of Tranſubftantia- \ 
Von. But furely ſuch Kind of Declamation does A 
1 not come quite ſo decently from 4 Clergyman of | N 
0 i the eftabliſh'd Church : it adds not the leaſt Weight * 
» I to his Argument, nor has it any manner of Foun- . 
dation, but only a Jingle of Words. Does he 53 
not know that this is an old Objection thrown | ; 
cout againſt us by the Advocates of Popery, and 3 


fully confuted by thoſe great Ornaments of our 
Church, Dr Sherlock, Bp Kidder, and Bp Stil-. 
lingfleet ? I wonder he is not aſham'd to revive 
dus exploded Calumny, without any the leaſt 
Notice of, or Reply to, what was alledg'd by 
| I thoſe worthy Divines. I beg Leave therefore to 
VI refer him to their Writings for an Anſwer, I 
would only at preſent deſire to know what Pre- 
' WY tence he has to fay that the Doctrine of a conſub- 
"Wl ftantial Trinity came originally from the Papal 
| Chair, and is founded on the Infallibility of the 
Pope. He might as well have told us that tbe 
Apoſtles Creed came from the Papal Chair, and 1 
» W think with more Shew of Reaſon. For he A 
poftles Creed is really the old Creed of the Church 


- a P. 149 de. b P. 1561. 
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of Rome : but the Nicene Creed was compos'd in 
a Council held at Nice by the Authority of the 
Emperor, and neither the Pope, nor, as far as 
appears, any Legate from him, was preſent there. 
And the Doctrine of a conſubſtantial Trinity, nay, 
the very Word Conſubſtantial was us d by appro- 
ved Writers long before, as Euſebins (not to 
mention other Teſtimonies) expreſſly informs us, 
At the ſame Time he himſelf is ſerving the Inte- 
reſts of Popery, pleading for the Worſhip of An- 
gels, reviving their exploded Objections, and ca- 
lumniating that Church, which has been always 
the ſtrongeſt Bulwark againſt their Errors. 


a "Emre © 7 mxAariy mo hoes © impeiveig imoxorus © ovy{og- 
Þtio £2/10pekv im 1 $3 ergo xf Vis Horn os Ty 1 d ovy 2e1- 
ozpuires ivougn apud Socrat. Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. i. Cap. 8. See Bul 
Def. Fid. Nic, Set. ii. Cap. 1. 
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Nec poſſit ulla efſe apud homines certa fides, fs liberum gſſet juranti, 
pro ſuo arbitrio, quod verbis enunciat ad fiadem faciendam, id 
aut tacitd aligud ambiguitate inter jurandum, aut, poſtquam ju- 
raverit, exquifito aliquo novo & quaſi 4" commento ita 
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HEN I firſt engag'd in Defence 
of the Doctrine of a conſubſtantial 
Trinity againſt the Exceptions of 


not to take any Notice of the Dedication, or of 
what is therein advanc'd with Regard to the 
Caſe of Subſcription to Articles &c. And this I 
thought I might the more eaſily be excus'd from, 
as this Point has not long ago been very fully 
diſcuſs'd by the late excellent Arch-Bp of Can- 
terbury, the preſent worthy * Biſhop of Br/fol, 

Dr. Waterland, * Dr. Stebbing and others; and 
little or nothing is here offer'd by way of Reply 
to what they have advanc'd. However, as this 


a Charge to the Clergy of his Dioceſe of Oxford, 1719, and 
Defence. b Sermon on 1 Tim. vi. 3,4 _ c Cale of Arias 
Subſcription and Supplement. d Rational Enquiry. | 


A 2 Subject 


933 - TR . 1 2 N * — + 2 * . „ e J. my AS 
4 gx r 4 8 WL 2008S 5 r 


FOYER OTB £2 5 CO he 75 


the Eſſay on Spirit, J propos d to 
confine myſelf to that ſingle Point only, and 


% 3 


— 


ce 
* 


. —- * 


* 2 ”— i 


PR __— — "SE F 


*. a. 4.5 hr; —Þ Mi 1 1 ? * 
az; — A — 1 o = 1 
SELLS © "7. *m Ta. „ © in, oo. 


4 Appendix. 


Subject has been again brought upon the Carpet 
by this Author, and others, and as it is a Point 
of great Importance, and what all Clergymen 
at leaſt, and all who have any Thoughts of en- 
tering into Holy Orders, are concern d ſeriouſly 
to conſider, for the Direction of their Conduct, 
and the Satisfaction of their Conſciences; I 
thought it might not be amiſs, in an Appendix, 
to examine the Pleas which our Author has 
here offer d, for diſſenting from, and writing a- 
gainſt, thoſe Doctrines and Forms, which he 
himſelf has ſubſcrib'd, and declar'd his Aſſent 
and Conſent to. a 

He acquaints us that he is a Clergyman of 
the ejtabliſb'd Church, and has for ſome Years been 
poſſeſs d of an Ecclefiaſtical Preferment, into which 
before he could be admitted, he was oblig d to ſub 
ſcribe the Articles &c, but that ſince he has found 
Leiſure to think as well as read; and that be finds 
he does not now agree exactly in Sentiment, either 
with his former Opinions, or with thoſe Perſons 
who drew up the Articles of our Religion, or with 
the Compilers of our Liturgy, and, in particular 
with the Atbangſian Creed: and therefore he has 
labour d under ſome Difficulties how to direct him- 
ſelf in theſe Circumſtances. * But, it ſeems, he has 
ſince made himſelf pretty eaſy, and is now ' not 


a P. 3, &c. b P. 12. 


much 


Appendix. 5 


much diſturbd upon this Head. I ſhall not take 
upon me to direct this Author's Conſcience, nor 
would I willingly d:ffurb his Eaſe. Nor ſhall I 


aſk any invidious Queſtions with Regard to the 


Time of his ſubſcribing, or changing his Senti- 
ments. I am willing to hope that he never did 
ſubſcribe, or declare his Aſſent to, any thing but 
what he at that Time thought true, though it 
is to be fear'd there have been too many, who 
have believ'd neither our Articles, nor our Creeds, 
and yet for prudential Reaſons, (in * this Writers 
Phraſe) or for filthy Lucres ſake (in the Scripture 
Language) have not ſcrupled to add Preferment 
to Preferment, and Subſcription to Subſcription. 
But, as this is a Point of general Concernment, 
I ſhall beg Leave to ſay in general, that the beſt 
Rule to direct us in any Circumſtances, is, to 
aſk ourſelves, what we ourſelves ſhould expect 
from others in the like Caſe. Let us then con- 
ſider what we ſhould think, and what we 
ſhould ſay, of a Proteſtant Divine, who ſhould 
keep his Station, and Poſſeſſions, in our Church, 
and yet write in Defence of Popery, and againſt 
the Articles of our Church, which condemn the 
Popiſh Doctrines, if he ſhould tell us by way 
of Excuſe, that he had alter'd his Sentiments 

ſince he took Orders in the Church, and ſub- 
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{crib'd our Articles. Let us again aſk ourſelves 
what Advice we ſhould give to a Popiſb Prieſt, 
or Prelate, who ſhould after Ordination be con- 
vinc'd of the Errors of Popery? whether we 
could tell him, that he might with a ſafe Con» 
ſcience continue a Prieſt of that Church, and 
receive her Wages ? or whether we ſhould not 
eſteem it his Duty to renounce all that he had in 
it, and declare himſelf a Proteſtant ? Whatever 
we ſhould judge reaſonable for ſuch Perſons to 
do, let us, in the like Circumſtances, go and da 
likewiſe. But if this is too hard a Saying, and may 
make thoſe eſpecially ſorrowful, who have great 
Poſſeſſions, yet ſurely the leaſt we might expect 
from ſuch Perſons were, not to diſpute and con- 
tradict thoſe Articles, which they have ſubſcrib'd. 
And this our Author ſeems to acknowledge? 
He quotes the preſent worthy Bp of Briſtul, 
as aſſerting that every one, who ſubſcribes the Ar- 
ticles of Religion, does thereby engage, not only not ta 
diſpute or contradict them ; but that his Subſcrip- 
tion amounts to an Approbation of, and an Aſſent 
to the Truth of the Doctrine therein contain d, in 
the very Senſe in which the Compilers theregf are 


ſuppos'd to have underſiood them. This laſt Point 


our Author denies, and contends only for an 
Uniformity of Profeſſion, which he allows to be 


a P. 5. b P. 7. 
both 


* * "mn * — 0 nad | as if —— ow 


both prafticable and uſeful. Very well: but why 
then does he diſpute, or contradict, what he has 
ſubſcribd? or how can he do fo conſiſtently 
with his Engagements to an Uniformity of Profe. 
/ion? Nor does the judicious and accurate Wri- 
ter he quotes ſpeak either his Language, or his 
Senſe. * He does indeed ſay that our Subſcription 
to the Articles is, not' only an Engagement not to 
diſpute or contradict them, but amounts to an Ap. 
probation of, and Aſent to the Truth of the Doc- 
trines ſubſcrib d; and he ſays that we ought to 
ſubſeribe not in our own private Senſe, but accord- 
ing to the Meaning and Intention of the Impoſers : 
but then he expreſly tells us, that by the Impoſers 
we are not to underfland merely the Compilers of the 
Articles, but our Ecclefiaftical Governors in general, 
And he explains what he means, directs us how 
to know the Meaning of the Impoſers, and gives 
very good Reaſons for what he ſays, which 1 
could with our Author had ſeriouſly conſider d. 

But we find here mention'd only one of theſe 
Reaſons drawn from the Title of the Articles tbem- 
ſelves, which denotes that they were fram'd for the 
avoiding of Diverſities of Opinions, and for tie fla- 
bliſhing of Conſent touching True Religion. A very 
plain and convincing Reaſon this: and all he 
has to anſwer to it, is, that he apprebends any Ar- 

a P. . 10. b P. 26. c P. 6. 
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| ſcribes them, is ſuppos'd, and tequir'd, to give 


8 Appendix. 

tempt towards avoiding Diverſity of Opinions, not un- 
ly to be an uſeleſs, but alſo an impratticable Scheme. 
Suppoſing it really were ſo; it might perhaps 
follow that the Church was in the wrong to re- 
quire ſuch Subſcription : but yet it would be 
plain that the Church expected Perſons ſhould 
ſubſcribe in her Senſe, and that no Perſons could 
ſubſcribe in any other without groſs Prevarica- 


tion. But why is this ſuch an v/eleſs and imprate 


ticable Scheme ? becauſe he doubts whether any 
two thinking Men ever agreed exact in their O. 


| pinion with Regard to any. one | of the "Articles, 


What does he mean by exafly? Would he have 
us all agree in every Queſtion, which may be 
moy'd about any of the Articles? This is what 
the Church does not require, nor does the above- 
cited Writer, nor any one elſe, that I know of, 
contend, for. But there are ſome" plain Propoſi- 
tions in the Articles, which every one, who ſub- 


his Aſſent to. There are ſome Doctrines herein 
expreſſſy condemn d: and others as exprefily 
and plainly aſſerted. The Errors of Popery, the 
Romiſh Doctrine concerning Purgatory, Pardons, 


 Worſhipping and Ador ation, as well of Images, as 


of Reliques, and alſo Invocation of Saints, are ex- 
preſſly condemn'd in our Articles: and I ſup- 
poſe it will be allow d that a Papiſt cannot ho- 

neſtly 
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Appendix. 9 
neſtly ſubſcribe ſuch Articles. Now I hambly 


conceive that the Tenets of Arius and Socinus 
are as expreſſly condemn'd, both in our Articles 
and Creeds. Again, that there is but one living 
and true God, is a plain Propoſition, which every 
Subſcriber is requir'd to profeſs his Belief of: 
and it is in the ſame Article as plainly aſſerted, 
that in the Unity of this Godbead there be three 
Perſons of one Subſtance, Power, and Eternity ; 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. I would 
be glad then to be inform'd why an Atbeiſt may 
not as well ſubſcribe this Article, as an Arian. 
In ſhort there are ſome Things in our Articles 
clear and plain ; others which are doubtful, and 
capable of different Senſes : there are ſome Opi- 
nions expreſſly and purpoſely condemn'd ; in o- 
ther things the Compilers themſelves ſeem de- 
ſignedly to have left, and allow'd a Latitude of 
thinking. It was not, I apprehend, their Inten- 
tion to prohibit all Diverſities of Opinions, or to 
eftabliſh Conſent in every Point, but only in ſuch 
as more immediately affect and concern True 
Religion. If this Eſſay-Writer is only not exactly 
in the ſame Sentiments with the Compilers of the 
Articles, and the Difference is not great, there is 
no Reaſon why he ſhould be much difturb'd upon 
this Head. But if he would make this a Pre- 
a Art. 1. 
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tence for ſuch Perſon's ſubſcribing, as hold Opi- 
nions expreſſly and poſitively condemned by our 
Articles, I muſt beg his Pardon; I can call ſuch 
Subſcription by no better Name than that of a 
ſhameful Prevarication. It will equally ſerve to 
juſtifie our Subſcription to any Articles whatſo- 
ever. A Papiſ may ſubſcribe our Articles un- 
der the fame Pretence, becauſe never any tu 
thinking Men agreed exattly in their Opinion of 
the Senſe of them: and he himſelf may ſub- 
ſcribe to the Council of Trent, or Pope Pius's 
Creed; for the Papiſis have as many different Sen- 
timents about the Senſe of ſome of their Articles, 
as are to be found among us with Regard to 
ours. : 

* And theſe, it ſeems, are the thinking Men, 
who can trifle at this Rate. But, as to tbe un- 
thinking Herd, whatever was the Creed of their 
Father, or Tutor, that will be theirs from their 
Infancy to their Lives End; and accordingly what- 
ever Coui.try you go into, let the Religion be what 
it will, the unthinking Part thereof are always the 
reputed Orthodox. — A curious Reflection this, 
eſpecially in the Mouth of one, who declares 


| himſelf a Clergyman of the ęſtabliſp d Church. 


Let us try if we can find out any Meaning in it. 
Would he ſay that none but the unthinking Part 


1 7. 


of 
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of Mankind are tbe reputed Orthodox, let the Re- 
ligion of the Country be what it will? Is, it impoſ- 
ſible for Truth ever to be eſtabliſh'd? or is it 
the Duty, or Privilege, of th:1nking Men, always 
to diſſent from, and oppoſe, the Religion of their 
Country, be it what it will, true or falſe? Or 
does he mean that all the unthinking Part of 
Mankind always take up with tbe Religion of 
their Fathers, or their Country? Even this, tho 
nothing to his Purpoſe, is far from being true. 
Experience may convince us that Vanity, and a 
Love of Novelty, will carry Men out of the 
beaten Track, without much Thought, Judgment, 
or Learning: nor did ever any untractable Ani- 
mal leap over the Fold, or any new Teacher a- 
riſe among us, be his Doctrines never ſo abſurd, 
who did not find Numbers of unthinking Fol- 
lowers ready to leap after him. If then we ſee 
no Reaſon to deſert the Sheep-fold, though ſome 
may eſteem us an !b1nking Herd, yet we hope 
to find Paſture, and Reſt unto our Souls, and when 
the chief Shepherd ſhall appear, to be plac'd on his 
Right Hand. 

I am. however glad to find our Author al- 
lows that an Uniformity of Profeſſion may be both 
pratticable and uſeful; that no Society can well 
fubſit, unleſs ſome Form of Religion or other be 


a P. 7, 8. 
B 2 eftabliſh'd 
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eabliſb'd therein, as well with Regard to Points 
of Doctrine, as Diſcipline, and that Teachers 
ought to be laid under ſome Obligation, either by 
Subſcription, or otherwiſe, of complying with that 
Form, and of not preaching, or publickly teaching 
any Doctrine contrary thereto: but how to re- 
concile this either with his Practice, or his Doc- 
trine, I know not. He here in this Eſſay writes 
profeſſedly againſt a conſub/tantial Trinity, and 
charges the Creeds receiv'd in our Church with 
Contradiction: and how is this conſiſtent with 
the Obligations he laid himſelf under to teach no 
Doclrines contrary to theſe Forms; or with that 
Uniformity of Profeſſion, which our Laws both 
juſtly may, and do, require? And good Part of 
this Dedication is ſpent in aſſerting his Right of 
declaring his Opinions in Spite of Eftabliſhments 
either in Church or State. An Uniformity of Pro- 
feſſion is, it ſeems, in ſome Degree neceſſary for 
the Preſervation of Peace, and the general Good 
and Welfare of Society: and no Society can fubjiſt, 
unleſs ſome Form of Religion be eftabliſh'd therein, 
and the Teachers thereof laid under . ſome Obliga- 
tion, either by Subſcription, or otherwiſe, of not 


publicłly teaching any Doctrine contrary thereto. 


And yet 't7s the Duty of any Perſon, who is the 
profeſs'd Member of any eftabliſh'd Church, and 


a P, 40, 41. 
has 
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has made ſuch Subſcriptions, and laid bimſelf un- 
der ſuch Obligations, and till retains the Office 
and Emoluments of a Teacher, to which he was 
admitted on Condition of ſuch Subſcription, if 
he ſees, or imagines he ſees, any Errors, either in 
the Doctrine, or Diſcipline of that Church, to de- 
clare his Opinions in Spite of Eftabhiſhments, and 
publiſh Pamphlets againſt the eſtabliſh'd Doc- 
trines, in order to ſet them to Rights, How are 
theſe things to be reconcil'd ? 

Theſe Pleas for declaring his Opinion in Spite 
F Eftabhiſhments lie diſpers'd in ſeveral Parts of 
this Dedication : I ſhall here conſider them all 
together. * He is very angry that any one, who 
attempts to find Fault with the Canons or Articles 
of cur Religion &c. ſhould be thought a Di 
turber of the Peace of the Church, and be loaded 
with the opprobrious Name of Schiſmatick, or He- 
retick. I am not defirous to had him with oppro- 
brious Names: but ſhould be glad to know what 
he means by Peace, and what Obligation, or 


whether any, was laid upon him by his Sub- 


ſcription to our Articles? One would think that 
the leaſt, which ſuch a Subſcription could im- 
port, would be not to preach, or publickly teach, 
any Doctrine contrary thereto. * And this he him- 
ſelf has own'd: and this is what he declares 


a P. 18. b P. 8. 
him- 
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himſelf to mean by a Subſcription requir'd to be 
made for Peace-ſake. 

But he aſks what is the Duty of any Perſon 
to do, who 1s the profeſs d Member of any efta- 
bliſh'd Church, if he ſees, or imagines he ſees, any 
Errors, either in the Doftrine, or Diſcipline of 
that Church? — But why does he keep in ge- 
nerals ? — any Errors — Errors may be of dif- 
ferent Kinds, and the Rule of acting according- 
ly very different. If the Errors relate to things 
not eſſential, and we are not requir'd to give our 
formal Aſſent to them, I ſhould think a private 
Perſon might be contented to /t down quiethy. 
But if the Errors relate to things eſſential, or if 
all Members of the Church are requir'd to give 
their formal Aſſent to them, in this Caſe a Se- 
paration ſeems to be both juſtifiable and neceſ- 
fary. And on this very Principle we ſeparated 
from the Church of Rome. * But our Author 
thinks the middle Courſe the beft : for, ſays he, 
whoever thinks it his Duty to refuſe joining in 
Communion with any Set of Men, till be meet with 
a Conſtitution, either in Church or State, that is 
abſolutely free from Errors, ſuch an one, I fear, is 
not fitted for this World, but muſt live by himſelf, 
till be is canducted into a Society of Angels. — But 
here again he keeps in 3 — abſolutely fre 


a P. 40. b P. 42. 
from 
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from Errors — But what if the Errors are in 


things of Importance? What if we are requir'd 
to ſubſcribe and aſſent to them? If theſe are not 
juſt Grounds of Separation, I ſhould be glad to 
know how he would juſtifie our Separation 
from the Church of Rome. Beſides the Queſ- 
tion he ought to ſpeak to, is, not only whether 
we may join in Communion with ſuch an errone- 
ous Church, but whether a Man may take upon 
him, or exerciſe, the Miniſtry in it; and whe- 
ther the writing againſt the known and eſta- 
bliſh'd Doctrines of a Church, and ſuch as are 
by that Church eſteem'd the moſt fundamental, 
is conſiſtent with the Profeſſion and Exerciſe of 
ſuch Miniſtry. If this is the Courſe he chooſes, 
to keep his Preferments, and traduce the Doc- 
trines of the Church, whoſe Bread he eats, he 
may be fitted for this World, but whether he is 
fit to be admitted into a Society of Angels * 
be juſtly queſtion d. 

But we are told that, i Men were not 10 
declare their Opinions in Spite of Eſtabliſbments, 
Truth would ſoon be baniſb d the Earth. — How 
far, and in what Caſes, an Oppoſition to eſta- 
bliſh'd Doctrines is allowable, is a Queſtion of 
ſome Difficulty, and which would require ſome 
Time and Pains, as well as Skill, to ſtate clear- 


a P. 41. 
ly. 
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ly. This our Author has not attempted : and 
therefore I ſhall beg Leave to refer the Reader 
to the excellent Diſcourſes of Dr. Rogers, who 
has handled this Subject with the greateſt Clear- 
neſs and Accuracy. All I ſhall fay at preſent is, 
that a Declaration of Opinions in Spite of Eſta- 
bliſhments does not ſeem to come quite ſo conſi- 
ſtently from one, who is a Member, and Mi- 
niſter, of the eſtabliſh'd Church. If he can 
make himſelf eaſy upon this Head, 1 leave him to 
be judg'd by his own Maſter: But I muſt fay 
that ſuch Declarations would come with better 
Grace, and his Arguments would carry greater 
Force and Weight with them, if they came 
from one, who had quitted his Station and. In- 
tereſt in the Eſtabliſhment. 

But we are deſir d to conſider how a Perſon 
in like Circumſtances, with Regard to the State, 
ought to conduct himſelf. — 1 am ſorry to find 
our Author ſo often confounding Things of fo 
very difterent Conſideration : I hope he does not 
look upon Religion as a Thing of merely poli- 
tical Concern. The Caſes are by no means pa- 
rallel. * The Church is a Congregation of faithful 


Men, in which the pure Word of God ts preach'd: 


and to be a Member of any Church implies a 
Belief of ſuch Doctrines at leaſt, as are made 


a P. 43. b Art. 19. 


Terms 
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Terms of Communion therein. A profeſid Mem- 
ber therefore of any eftabhiſh'd Church, and much 
more a Miniſter thereof, cannot conſiſtently op- 
poſe ſuch Doctrines. But nothing more is re- 
quir'd of any Member of the State, as ſuch, but 
only a Submiſſion to, and Compliance with the 
Laws, and an Acknowledgement of the lawful 
Right of the Sovereign. If our Author then 
would make the Caſes parallel, he ſhould aſk, 
whether a Subject, who had taken the Oaths to 
his Majeſty, and who bore Office under him, 
and receiv'd his Pay, could honeſtly and con- 
ſiſtently diſpute his Right to the Crown : and 
whether it would be ſufficient Excuſe for him 
to ſay, that, ſince his taking the Oaths, he had 
thought as well as read, and did not now agree ex- 
ally in Sentiment, either with his former Opinions, 
or with the Perſons who drew up our Oaths, and 
in particular that of Abjuration. 

* But, ſuppoſe a Perſon ſees any Errors in that 
Conſtitution of Government, under which he lives, 
may he not, ought he not to lay his Opinion before 
j the Legiſlative Powers of that Society, in order to 

procure an Amendment? — This is alſo a com- 
plicated Queſtion, and its Solution depends on a 
Variety of Circumſtances, on the Quality of the 
Errors, the Nature of the Confiitution, the Sta- 


«. P. 44. 
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tion of the Perſon, and many other Circumſtan- 
ces. In general I ſhall make bold to anſwer in 
the negative. I would aſe this worthy Author (in 
the Words of Dr. Rogers) whether, if be lud 
in Spain, Italy, or Turkey, he would think it his 
bounden Duty, as a Chriſtian, publickly to preach 
to the People of thoſe Countries againſt the Errors 
prevailing in them. If he would not, then he 
muſt confeſs that every Perſon, who ſees any Er- 
rors in that Conſtitution of Government, under 
which he lives, is not bound to preach, or write, 
againſt them. Beſides, the writing, and pub- 
liſhing of, Pamphlets, is not /aying his Opinion 
before the legiſlative Powers, but appealing from 
thoſe Powers to the Publick. If he is ſo zealous 
for Reformation, he might ſurely have found 
out ſome more private Method of applying to 
his Primate, and which would have been more 


him, than this publick Appeal, made, if I am 
rightly inform'd, without his Conſent, or Privi- 
ty, and without any previous Application. 

In another Place he pleads that he hath pub- 
liſh'd his Sentiments in the Garb of a metaphyſical 


_ Eſſay, to prevent their falling into the Hands of the 


lower Claſs of Readers, whoſe Thoughts might be diſ- 
turb'd by an Enquiry into Subjects of this Nature. 


a Review, P. 489. b P. 51. 
| — It 


Appendix. 19 


— It is ſomewhat ſtrange that one, who cen- 
ſures others for what he calls Theologrico-Meta- 
phyfical Diſputes, ſhould chooſe himſelf to ap- 
pear in the ſame Gar. If he was ſenſible that 
ſuch Enquiries are apt to difturb the Minds of the 
lower Claſs of Readers; and if he could not con- 
tain; but muſt publiſh his Sentiments, he might 
better have wrote in a Language, which ſuch 
Perfons could not read. I am afraid his Meta- 
phyficks will only ſerve the more to puzzle, and 
diſturb the Thoughts of, thoſe, who are not 
capable of judging of ſuch Diſputes. 

» But he tells us, that, though the A# of Uni- 
formity prohibits, under ſevere Penalties, any Per- 
fon to preach, declare, or ſpeak any thing to the 
Derogation, or depraving the Book of Common 
Prayer, or any Part thereof ; yet this however 1s 
| by no means inconfitent with that Chriſtian Liberty 
| of a decent and free Uſe, either of Converſation, 
or of the Preſs, concermng any Alterations, or A- 
mendments, which it may be right and prudent to 
have made therein. — But are not the Nicene 
and Athanafian Creeds Parts of our Book of Com- 
mon Prayer ? and has he faid nothing to the De- 
rogation of theſe? Or will he ſay that either 
the Matter or Manner of this. his Application is 

ſuch as is confiſtent with the Laws of the Land? 


a P. 54. See alſo E/ay, P. 152. b P.58, 59. 
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I am ſorry he ſhould force me to quote Ads of 
Parhament upon him, and put him in Mind, 
that the maintaining, or affirming any Doctrine 
directly contrary or repugnant to any of our Ar- 
ticles, is forbid under ſevere Penalties, both by 
our Laws, and Canons; that the openly auow- 
ing, and publiſhing, blaſphemous and impious Opi- 
nions, among which is reckon'd the denying any 
one of the Perſons in the Holy Trinity to be God, 
is alſo under ſevere Penalties prohibited ; and 
that Perſons, who in preaching, or writing, ſhall 
deny the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, as de- 
clar'd in our Articles, are particularly excepted 
out of the A of Toleration. How then will he 
reconcile this decent and free Uſe he makes of 
the Preſs with the Laws of the Land expreſſly 
forbidding ſuch Freedoms? But he all along 
confounds Rites and Ceremonies, things in their 
own Nature indifferent, and alterable, with Points 
of Doctrine and Faith, with ſuch things, as our 
Governors both in Church, and-State, have al- 
ways look d upon as eſſential, and unalterable. 
He may, if he pleaſes, propoſe Alterations, and 
Amendments, with Regard to things in their own 
Nature alterable : but our Faith is capable, nei- 
ther of Alteration, nor Amendment ; it is, like 

4 xiii. Eliz, Chap, 12. Sect. 2, — Can. v. b ix. and x, 
W. iii. Ch. 32, 0 | 


its 
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its great Author, the ſame yeſterday, to day, and 
far ever. | | as 

Nor can I think he has obſerv'd that Decen- 
cy, er due Reſpect to the Legiſlative Powers, 
which he recommends. What ſhall we ſay to 
his * repreſenting the Act of Uniformity, as made 
with a Deſign to enſnare poor conſcientious Men ? 
> his charging our Creeds and Articles with Con- 
tradition? his Compariſon of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity with that of Tranſubſlantiatiom? his 
ridiculous Outcries of Popery and Infallibility ? 
his Sneers on Orthodoxy and Eftabliſhments ? 
' his Cenſures on the Bulk of the Clergy, as an 
unknowing, unthinking Herd? — Are theſe the 
things which belong to Peace? Are they not ra- 
ther calculated to inflame Men's Mind's ; to ex- 
aſperate thoſe who differ from him ; and diſturb 
the Peace both of Church and State? But, if 
we have Reaſon to complain of our Eſſay-Wri- 
ter, we have much greater Cauſe to complain 
of his Defender. J have already given the Rea- 
der a Specimen of his foul Language, which I 


defire not here to repeat. I am ſorry to ſee * our 


Eſſay - Writer quote him with Approbation, and 


a Ded. P. 1 z. b Tay, P. 136, 146. E ay, 
P. 151. d EH ay, P. 137, 149 &c. Ded. P. 11. e Ded. 
P. 7, 23, 24. f Ded. P. 7, 49. g Pref, P. 5. h See 
Thoughts on Self-Love &c. P. a 
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refer us to him for a Refutation of the Anſwers 
to his Eſay. We might rather have hop'd that 
he would have diſclaim'd this Defence, and de- 
clar'd his Diſlike and Abhorrence of theſe. Inde- 
cencies. It cannot but ſeem extremely odd that, 
immediately after his Reference to this ſcurri- 
lous Piece, he ſhould tell us that it muſt be, a bad 
Cauſe, which flands in Need of urig, ans Lies 


for its Defence. 


As I cannot approve of. our Author 8 | Caſuif- 
try in theſe his Pleas for diſputing, and contra 
dicting, what he has ſolemnly engag'd himſelf 
not to diſpute, or contradict, ſo I think he) talks 
very looſely with Regard to the Subſcription it- 
ſelf. * He tells us that a Man may, for pruden- 
tial Reaſons, honeſtly ſubſcribe, and ſubmit to the 
Uſe of one eftabliſh'd Form, though be, in his own 
private Opinion, may think another to be better ; 
provided that he is not oblig d to ſubſcribe any thing 


5 finful 3 Or /o diametrically. oppoſite to Truth, as 


that be cannot poſſibly put any other Conſtruction 
upon it — But he forgets that he had juſt before 
allow'd, that 7is neceſſary that ſome Form of Reli- 
gion ſhould be eſtabliſb d, as well with Regard 10 


Points of Doctrine, as Diſcipline : and that he 


has given his Aﬀent to our Articles and Creed, 
as well as to the Uſe of an an Form of 


a P.g. 


N 


% 


Prayer. And in ſuch Caſe what prudential Rea- 
ſons have to do I cannot underſtand. If a Man 
is requir'd by his Governors to ſubſcribe what 
he thinks 'true, not 'only Prudence, but Duty, 
will oblige him to comply: but if he is requir'd 
to ſubſcribe what he thinks falſe, he cannot ho- 
neſtly do it, nor ought any prudential -Reaſons to 
prevail upon him to do it. I as little under- 
ſtand what he means by diametrically oppoſite to 
Truth. I always thought that the Truth was on- 
ly one, and that every Deviation from it was a 
Falſhood. And ſure we cannot honeſtly ſub- 
ſcribe to any Falſhood, whether diametrically 
oppoſite to, or only obliquely deviating from the 
Truth. As T would not call Snow black, fo nei- 
ther would I give it under my Hand that it was 
yellow, or green. But perhaps he means that 
we may ſubſcribe any Articles, if they are not 
ſo ſtrongly expreſs'd, that we cannot by any 
Conſiruf1on put our own Senſe upon them. Nei- 
ther can I call this hongft Subſcription. I know 
not how far ſome Men's Wit and Invention will 
go in putting any Conſtruction upon any Words 
whatſoever: that it will go very great Lengths 
we have ſufficient Experience. And therefore I 
am afraid this is leaving ſuch a Latitude, as will 
defeat the End of almoſt all Subſcriptions, or 
Engagements. I ſhould think it becomes an ho- 
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eſt Man in the Caſe of Articles and Creeds, as 
well as all other Engagements, not to ſet his 
Wits to Work to find out what Senſe they may 
poſſibly bear, but to conſider what was the 
Senſe and Meaning of the Impoſers, and a& ac- 
cordingly. I could wiſh ſuch Caſuiſts would 
ſeriouſly conſider, whether their Doctrines do 
not tend to elude all Securities whatſoever, and 
teach Men to trifle with Oaths, as well as with 
Subſcriptions. In particular I would deſire them 
to conſider, whether they may not teach the E- 
nemies of our Government an evil Leſſon ; whe- 
ther they have not an equal Right to take any 


Oaths, which they can poſſibly put any Conſtruc- 
tion upon agreeable to their Principles. If what 


is here offer'd is defign'd as a Plea for Arian 


Subſcription, they may juſtly reply, that the A. 
juration Oath itſelf is not more diametrically op- 
poſite to Jacobitiſin, than our Creeds and Articles 
are to Arianiſin. 

But he would diſtinguiſh between ſubſcribing 
to the Uſe of a Form, and to the Truth of what 
is contain'd in it. He tells us that our Decla- 
ration of Aſſent to the Book of Common Prayer was 
deſign'd to be only to the Uſe of thoſe Things, 
which are contain d in the ſaid Book, which is ve- 
ry different from aſſenting to the Things themſelves ; 


a P. 12. 


and 
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Appendix. 
and therefore he is pretty eaſy with Regard to this, 
— * He was juſt before talking of Articles : and 
now \immediately ſkipps to his Declaration of 
Aﬀent to the Book of Common Prayer. He is not, 
it ſeems, much diſturb'd about his Subſcription to 
our Articles, becauſe he gave his Aſent only to 
the Uſe of the Book of Common Prayer. A happy 
Man, who can ſo ſoon make himſelf eaſy ! and 
great Pity-it is to diſturb his Tranquillity. How- 
ever, I cannot forbear troubling him with a 
Queſtion or two, being deſirous to know how 
we are to apply this curious Diſtinction to his 
Subſcription to the Articles; whether by ſuch 
Subſcription he meant to declare his Aſſent to the 
Truth of the Things therein contain'd, or only to 
the Lawfulneſs of reading them over to his Con- 
gregation after his Induction ? Did he not, when 
he ſubſcrib'd the Articles, thereby acknowledge 
all and every of them to be agreeable to the Word 
of God? Did he not acknowledge that the Book 
of Common Prayer containeth nothing in it contra- 
ry to the Word of God? Did he not declare that 
* the three Creeds ought throughly to be receiv'd and 
believ'd; and that they may be prov'd by moſt cer- 
tain Warrants of Holy Scripture? Again I muſt 


aſk him how we are to apply this to Creeds, 
and how we are to diſtinguiſh between the Uſe 


"4; 5 : b Can. 36. c Art. 8. 
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of a Creed, and our Aſſent to the Things contain d 
in it? Can a Creed be lawfully, or honeſtly, 
us'd by a Perſon, who does not believe the Con- 
tents of it? Can he, who holds @ conſubſtantial 
Trinity to be a Contradittion in Terms, ſolemnly 
proteſt before God, and his Church, that he be- 
lieves in one Lord Jeſus Chriſt — very God of very 
God — being of one Subſtance with the Father ? 
Can he, * who thinks that the Son could not have 
been from all Eternity co-equal with the Father, 
with any Truth or Sincerity, declare it publick- 
ly to be his Belef, that the whole three Perſons 
are co-eternal together, and co-equal. Laſtly, 1 
muſt aſk him, how he will reconcile the very 
Uſe of ſeveral Things in our Prayers with his 


Principles? Can he, © who ridicules and con- 


demns the Doctrine of the three Hypoſtaſes, and 
thinks the Word Perſon will not mend the Matter, 
unleſs we make Uſe of a ſhameful Kind Equi vo- 
cation, ſolemnly in his Prayers thus equivocate, 
and invoke be holy, bleſſed, and glorious Trinity, 
as three Perſons and one God? Can he addreſs 
himſelf to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, as one, who 
liveth and reigneth with the Father and the Hay 
Spirit, ever one God, World without End? Can 


a Eſay, P.136 &c. b Ib. P.g5. c Ib. P. 135 &c, 
d P. 138. e Litan. f Coll. for 3d Sund. in Ad- 
vent. 


he 
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he call God * three Perſons in one Subſtance? or 
can he profeſs that what he believes of the Glory 
of the Father, the ſame he believes of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghoſt, woithout any Difference, or In- 
equality * Theſe Things and many others, Dr. 
Clarke, with all his Art and Subtlety, could no 
Way reconcile to his Sentiments, and, I fear, 
our Author will find it extremely difficult to put 
any Conſtruction upon them agreeable to his. So 
far I readily agree with him, that a Man may 
boneftly ſubmit to the Uſe of one eftabliſ# d Form of 
Prayer, though he, in his own private Opinion 
may think another to be better ; nay, though he 
may think ſome Things in it improper, or in-, 
expedient, and may with to ſee them alter'd. 


- -— — 


Fault lies merely in the Form of Words, as to 
Frame and Compoſition. Otherwiſe, if the Ob- 
ject, or Subject, of the Prayers are wrong and 
unlawful, I think no Man could honeſtly ſub- 
mit to the Uſe of ſuch a Form of Prayer. Thus 
to worſhip Jeſus Chriſt, or the Holy Spirit, as 
God, or to aſcribe to him Titles, or Attributes, 
peculiar to God, if he is not really God, can 
ſcarce be excus d from the Charge of Idolatry. 
And therefore I cannot but wonder that Perſons 


a Commun. Service. 
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of this Perſwaſion ſhould expect, or deſire, to 
be included in Communion with thoſe who be- 
lieve our Bleſſed Saviour's Divinity. If we be- 
lieve Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit, to be really 
God, we ought in our Publick Prayers to aſcribe 
to them the Titles, the Honour, the Worſhip, 
due to God: if we do not believe this, we can- 
not ſurely pay them ſuch Honours without Ido- 
latry. How then can there be any Communion 
between Perſons of Sentiments ſo diametrically 
oppoſite ? how can they join in Worſhip, who 
worſhip not the ſame God? Far be it from me 
to deſire to perſecute them, or injure them in 
the leaſt in their Perſons, or Poſſeſſions: but 
ſurely we may exclude them from our Commu- 
nion, and much more from our Miniſtry, with- 
out any Breach of Charity. 
But perhaps I may be told that / Author 
of the Eſſay is far from denying the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, or the Divinity of our Saviour, as re- 
weal'd in the Scriptures ; but is diſguſted with ba- 
ving any human Explanation of it imposd as an 
Article of Faith. I ſhall not aſk at preſent by what 
Figure of Speech the Supreme God and two Crea- 
Fures are call'd a Trinity: or how he can be ſaid 
to acknowledge the Divinity of our Saviaur, 


2 See Thoughts on Self-Love &c. P. 51, 52. 
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* who holds him to be God in the ſame Senſe 
only as Moſes was a God. I would only deſire 
that he would allow the Governors of the Church 
the ſame Liberty, which he claims himſelf, of 
putting his own Senſe on Scripture. Our 
Church, as I apprehend, claims no Authority 
to make, or impoſe, Articles of Faith: ſo far on- 
ly ſhe claims Authority in Controverſies of Faith, 
as to judge for herſelf what ſhall be her own 
Terms of Communion, or what Qualifications 
ſhe ſhall require in her own Miniſters. Nor 
does ſhe eſteem it either neceſſary, expedient, 
or lawful, to admit all Perſons into her Com- 
munion, much leſs into her Miniſtry, whether 
Papuſts, Socimans, or Mahometans, who ſhall ac- 
knowledge the Authority of the Scriptures, and 
pretend they hold the ſame Doctrine that ſhe 
does ſo far forth as reveal d in the Scriptures, - 
though they differ from her moſt widely in in- 
terpreting thoſe Scriptures, and deny what ſhe 
eſteems the moſt important and fundamental 
Articles of Chriſtianity. Nor does our Church 
herein claim any other Authority, than what all 
Churches, antient and modern, Proteſtant as well 
as Popiſb, have always claim'd. Nay every So- 
ciety, every Perſon, who has any Place of Truſt 
to diſpoſe of, thinks himſelf entitl'd to enquire 


a See Eſſay, P. 89. 
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into, and, in ſome Method or other, be ſatisfied 
of, the Principles of ſuch Perſons, as apply for 
it. As long indeed as the Governors of the 
Church are Men, their Explanations of Scripture 
will be human : theſe are ſtill, however, their 
Rule to act by; and that, both in their publick, 
and private, Capacity. Others alſo are at Li- 
berty to judge for themſelves ; they may accept, 
or refuſe, our Terms, as they judge them to be 
lawful, or unlawful : only, if they join in our 
Communion, or enter into our Miniſtry, let 
them make the Profeſſions requir'd with Truth 
and Sincerity. Let them declare their Aſſent 
(as our Author himſelf allows, and maintains, 
that ſuch Declarations ſhould be made) accord- 
ing to that plain and ordinary Senſe of the Words, 
in which they would commonly be underſtood by all 
Mankind, without any Evaſion, Equivocation, or 
mental Reſervation whatſoever. 

And yet he pleads for making the Declara- 
tion requir'd by the Act of Uniformity with a la- 
tent Reference to the Intention of the Act. For, it 
ſeems, the Words of the Declaration do not cor- 
reſpond with the Defign of the Act, which mam- 

feſtly was, to require the Declaration of Aſem and 
Conſent only to the Uſe of all and every Thing con- 
tain'd in the Book of Common Prayer. I anſwer 


a P.15,16, b P. 12 &c. 
with 


Appendix. 

with * the ingenious Mr. Jones, that all this may 
be obviated by inverting bis Aſſertion, and ſuppo- 
fing that the Intention of the Af is to be gather d 
immediately from the Words of the Declaration, not 
the Intent of the Declaration from the Words of the 
Act. And this ſeems no more than reaſonable, 
as the Words of the Dedication are poſitive and 
plain, and as in another Part of the fame Act 
we are requir'd ſeparately to promiſe Conformity 

to the Liturgy. 
> But it ſeems to our Author, when he confiders 
the Humour of the Times when that Act was made, 
that it was done with Defign, as a Snare, to ob- 
lige poor conſcientious Men, who did not read the, 
Act of Parliament at Length, to give up their 
Livings, rather than declare their unfeigned Af- 
| ſent and Conſent to all and every Thing contain'd 
in the Book of Commen Prayer. This is a moſt 
heavy Charge on the Legiſlature of thoſe Times, 
and even on our preſent Governors, who ſtill 
continue to lay the ſame Snare in the Way of 
learned and conſcientious Perſons. But he has no 
| Foundation for this Charge but his own Fancy 
| and Surmiſe. I pretend not to enter into the 
| Politicks of thoſe Times, or judge of the ſecret 
Springs and Motives by which the leading Men 
were then actuated: we may promiſe ourſelves 

« Full Anſwer, P. 15. b P. 13. 
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ters, amounted to about 2000. But be is pretty 
ſure that the firſt and laſt (namely thoſe that gave 


and that not fifty of the Remainder (he does not 
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a fuller Account of theſe Matters, when the Re- 


ſmall Share in the Tranſactions of thoſe Times, 
ſhall ſee the Light. Thus far we know to be 
Matter of Fact. At the Reſtoration all Perſons, 
who had been ejected out of their Preferments, 
were re-inſtated in them, and thoſe, who had 
uſurp'd them, were remov'd. All other Perſons 
were ſuffer d to enjoy what they were in Poſſeſſion 
of, till by the Act of Uniformity, paſs d ſoon after, 
a ſecond Reform was made, and all benefic'd Per- 
ſons, who were not epiſcopally ordain'd, or who 
ſhould refuſe to conform to the Liturgy, or de- 
clare their Aſſent and Conſent to it in the Form 
preſcrib'd, or renounce the Covenant, were de- 
priv'd of their Benefices, and all Curates, who 
had taken the Miniſtry upon them, were, on 
the like Refuſal, render'd incapable of receiving 
any eccleſiaſtical Promotion, or officiating in any 
Congregation. The whole of theſe Perſons, ſays 
Dr. Walker, a diligent Enquirer into theſe Mat- 


up again to the ri git Owners, or thoſe Curates, 
who were only filenc'd, not depriv'd) made confi- 
derably more than the one half of the Number ; 


a Sufferings of the Clergy, Pref. P. 14. 
Yemen 
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remember to have met with an Inſtance of more 
than one ſingle Perſon) had any other Title to the 
Places from which they were remov'd, than what 
Sequeftration, Plunder, Uſurpation, and Rebellion, 
had given them. I would not paſs a ſevere Cen- 
ſure on theſe Sufferers ; there might be among 
them ſeveral worthy and conſcientious Perſons : 
but it muſt be acknowledg'd that there were a- 
mong them not a few Mechanicks, and Per- 
ſons bred to the meaneſt Occupations, and who 


had had no regular Education; many who had 
receiv'd no Epiſcopal Ordination, ſome, who - 


neither had, nor pretended, to any Orders at all; 


= 


| ſome, who had ſerv'd in the Rebel Armies, and- /- 


been deeply concern'd in the Iniquities of thoſe 


Times ; the very chiefeſt of them had been ei- / 


* 
— 


ther Army Chaplains, Preachers before the long 
Parliament, factious Lecturers &c. and had in 
theſe Capacities been greatly inſtrumental in ex- 
citing, and carrying on the War againſt the 


” 


King, and his loyal Subjects. All of them had ©; 
taken the Solemn League and Covenant, and there- 


by engag'd themſelves to extirpate Epiſcopacy, 
ſet aſide the Liturgy, and aſſiſt and defend all 
thoſe who engag'd with them againſt the King 
and Church of England : * and they themſelves 
declar'd it to be ſtill binding upon them. Such 


a See-Neal's Hiſt. of Purit. Vol. iv. P. 295, 363. 
| E Per- 
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Perſons in ſuch Circumſtances could not juſtly 
complain of being cruelly, or hardly, treated by 
this Act. No Enquiry was made into the Ti- 
tles, by which they held their Preferments ; no 
one was call'd upon to give an Account of, or 


refund, the Profits of what he had unjuſtly u- 


ſurp'd. All Perſons, excepting where there was 
a prior Claim, were ſuffter'd to continue in Poſ- 
ſeſſion, provided they gave but proper Security, 
that they would not again attempt to overthrow 
the Church and State, by declaring their Aſſent 
to the Common Prayer, and renouncing the Co- 
venant. Nor was there really any more requit'd 
of them by this Declaration of Aſent, than what 
was requir'd by the Laws in Being before. By 
the A# of Uniformity in Queen Elizabeth's Time 
there was indeed no ſuch Declaration requir'd: 
but by the 36th Canon, which was ſtill in Force, 
no Perſon could be receiv'd into the Miniſtry, ad- 
mitted to any Eccleſiaſtical Living, nor ſuffer d to 
preach &c. who did not ſubſcribe to this Article, 
that the Book of Common Prayer &c. containeth 
in it nothing contrary to the Word of God, which 
ſurely is equivalent to the declaring our Aſent to 
the Things contain d in it. Great Pity is it that 
theſe poor Men had not among them one ſo good 
Caſuiſt, as our Author, who could diſtinguiſh 


between giving our Aſent to the Uſe of Things, 
| and 


DOB PRESS „ 8 
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and ſenting to the Things themſehves ; and teach 
them how to make this Declaration with a la- 
tent Reference to the Intention of the Ad. Which 
ſhall we admire moſt, the Simplicity of theſe 
poor Men, who gave up ther Livings, without 
ſo much as reading the Ad of Parliament af 
Length, or even the Clauſe enacting this Decla- 
ration : or the Art and Wiſdom of thoſe, who 
can make themſelves eaſy in ſubſcribing, and de- 
claring their Aſent, with mental Reſervations, and 
latent References? After all I muſt do thoſe 
Perſons the Juſtice to own that they were ſound 
in the Faith, and held the ſame Doctrines, which 
our Church doth. Arian Principles may have 
ſince crept in among our Dsſſenters : but I do 
not find that the Non-conformi/ts of thoſe Times 
were tainted with them. They always declar'd 
in their Writings, and Profeſſions, that they a- 
greed with the Church in doctrinal Truths: 
and their Objections were principally, if not 
ſolely, levell'd againſt Matters of Practice, ſuch 
as kneeling at the Sacrament, the Uſe of the 
Surplice &c. againſt the Uſe of the Things, not 
againſt the Doctrines contain'd in our Creeds 
and Liturgy, And therefore it is not eaſy to 
conceive what Snare was, or could be deſign d 


to be, laid in their Way by this Declaration, 
they being equally excluded by the Words of the 


E 2 A, 


MODES RAW 
. 


5 


. 


2 


3 

— 
—_— 
A 


— * — 


. 
; 
; „ 
s 4 


* 2 
* — 
— 2 22 
r 
” _ 
* - 


-2 
12> $67" = >, 


* 5 S 


2 


0 "7 * _ as 
= 2 * * Tu : : 
: 14 * e. 232 
=> , 
» 3s > * 
* . 
> _ — af . — *. 


J 8 


— 
* 
*. 


' IN Op, Ihe 


3 © 


. 


e 


Sx" 


* 


2 
* 


2 
x 2 ». 
3 . SZ 


36 Appendix. 


Act, as they were by that of the Declaration. 
If then this Declaration ſhould be alter'd, it can 
no Way ſerve thoſe, who hold all Impoſitions 
(as they call them) to be unlawful, or thoſe 
who hold the particular Forms or Rites of our 
Church to be unlawful ; Arians and Socinians 
may avail themſelves of it, but not unleſs: we 
alter our Articles and our Creeds too. | 

I ſhall next proceed to conſider the Accu 
our Author gives us of the Council of Nice, 
which we are to take his Word for, for he pro- 
duces no Sort of Authority. He tells us that 


the firſt Subſcription, that he notes of, was ſet on 


Foot at the Council of Nice. But, if he had look'd 
into Antiquity, he would have found that as 
much Care was taken before the Council of 
Nice, as there was then, or has been ſince, to 
preſerve the Faith entire, and that in this parti- 
cular Article of our Lord's Divinity. All Per- 
ſons baptiz d, either by themſelves, or their 
Sponſors, made Profeſſion of their Faith in ſome 
Form, or Creed ; and ſome are of Opinion that 
they ſubſcrib'd it with their Hands. And the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, implicit, or expreſs, 


'«P.g. b Bingham Orig. Eceleſ. B. xi. C. 7. S. 8. Ke. 
Wall. Hiſt. of Infant Bapt. Pt. 1 T. C. 9. S. 10. c Bull 
Jud. Eccl. Cath. C. iv, v, vi. Nn Import C: vi, P. 223. 


&c. 
was 


Appendix. 37 
was always made an Article in the ancient 
Creeds. Strict Enquiry was alſo made into the 
Faith of Perſons to be ordain'd, though what 
was the particular Method of ſo doing in the 
firſt Ages does not certainly appear. * But this 
we find, that Biſhops, ſoon after their Conſecra- 
tion, and alſo before, uſually ſent Letters to fo- 
reign Biſhops, giving them an Account of their 
Faith and Orthodoxy. We find too, that, if 
any Eccleſiaſtick was ſuſpected of Hereſy, dili- 
gent Enquiry was made into it, and Councils 
were call'd, where the Perſons ſuſpected were 
requir'd to clear themſelves, and give an Ac- 
count of their Faith, which if they did not do 
to the Satisfaction of the Council, they were de- 
pos d, and excommunicated. * And this parti- 
cular Article of our Lord's Divinity was always 
eſteem d of that Importance, that thoſe, Who 
denied, or attempted to explain it away, were 
always excluded the Communion of the Church. 
Such was Theodotus of Byzantium in the ſecond 


Century, as we learn from an ancient Writer 
cited by * Euſebius, who calls him * the Leader 


A Bingham Orig, Eccl. B. iv. C. 3. S. 2. d Ib. B. ii. 3 
8. 10, e See Bull Jud. Eccl. Cath. C. iii. Vaterland's Im- 
port. P. 345 &c. d Hiſt. Eccl. Lib. v. C. 8. e Ag- 
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and Father of the Gad- denying Apoſtaßß, the Firſt; 
who affirm'd Chriſt to be a mere Man; and tells 
us he was excommunicated by Pope Vitor. The 
fame Writer informs us that Artemon was a Re- 
viver, or Promoter of the ſame Hereſy, affirm- 
ing our Saviour to be a mere Man, in Contra- 
diction to the Scriptures, and the Sentiments of 
the moſt antient Writers, Juſtin, Miltiades, Tas 
tian, Clemens, Irenæus, and Melito, * who all held 
Chriſt to be Gad. This Man was alſo excluded 
from the Communion of the Church. The 
like Errors, though with ſome Diverſity, were 
advanc'd in the third Century by Beryllus Biſhop 
of Boſtra. He was conven'd before a Council 
of Biſhops, but retracted his Errors. Soon after 
aroſe Paul of Samoſata, who, as © Euſebius tells 
us, reuiv'd the Hereſy of Artemon, which held our 
Saviour to be a mere Man. He was twice cited 
before a Council at Antioch, where, as Euſebtus 
expreſſes it, the Biſhops aſſembled together a- 


a Es ois «xn Jooytirry 5 Xo5s — Ole xe Ahe - 
ere Toy Xeany. Ib. b To, u Lewes g Kue d. 
Aiye re pon ep Nr idl as bei argu Pry ποε The tis 
&/ ures imbyunias, A u pry lla igen, A i- 
alm r worm Thy mergeny. Euſeb, Hiſt. Eccl. L. vi. C. 33. 
e This Agri wginws — 11 ade ö  Enugon ru ah 
ara, , N — agony ty Pure ict Tis Zw 
aon vorey, Ib. L. v. C. 28. | 
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gainſt him, a againſt @ Wolf that worried Chrifts 
Flock. In the firſt Council aſſembled on this 
Occaſion he eſcap'd Cenſure by diſſembling his 
Opinions. But in a ſecond Council his Diſſimu- 
lation was diſcover'd, and he condemn'd, and 
depos d. The Biſhops there aſſembled ſent a cir- 
cular Epiſtle to all Churches, ſubſcrib'd by the 
Hands of all, or at leaſt the chief of them, gi- 
ving an Account of their Proceedings ; wherein 
they cenſure this Paul, as denying his Lord and 
God, and fighting againſt God; and call his Doc- 
trine the deteſtable Hereſy of Artemas, a perverſt 
Heterodoxy, a deadly Doctrine, a God-denying 
Wickedneſs. © Dionyfius alſo Biſhop of Alexandria, 
(as we have ſeen above) having wrote againſt 
Sabellius, was thought to have carried Matters 
too far the other Way, and to have advanc'd 
Notions derogatory to our Lord's Divinity. He 
was thereupon accus'd before a Synod aſſembled 
at Rome : but he explain'd his Meanihg to their 
Satisfaction, profeſs'd his Belief in owr Lord's 


a Ns im Avuuiare & Xoire mins. Ib. L. vii. C. 27. b Tow 
Otdy 1907s ge KUR ngrepdpu — cymmoroppir aurhY 76 Ons — TH 
Err rie 15 Agrips als m inge — Heeg d. 
d — egrnorfov als. Ib. C. 30. e See Athanaſ. 
de Sent. Diony/. Bull. Def. Fid. Nic. Sect. ii. C. 11. N. 2 &c. 
SeRt. iii. C. 4. N. z. Waterlands Import. P. 350 &c. Berri- 
man's Hiſtor. Acc. P. 127. Cave's Life of Diony/. S. 14. See 
alſo Pt. iii. P. 20 &c, 
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40 A, ppendix . 
Divinity, and particularly declar'd that he held 
him to be conſulſtantial with the Father. The 
Proceedings therefore of the Council of Nice 
were not ſo new, or unprecedented, as our Au- 
thor ſeems willing to ſuggeſt. Nay, it is pro- 
bable that in other Councils the Biſhops uſually 
ſet their Hands to what was there agreed on and 
determin'd. In Matters of Diſcipline we have 
ſtill extant the Subſcriptions of the Biſhops aſ- 
ſembled in the Councils of Arles, Ancyra, and 
Neeceſarea : and we ſee, in the Inſtance of the 
Council of Antioch, that it was uſual to ſend 
circular Epiſtles, giving an Account of the Pro- 
ceedings of Councils, in the Name, and under 
the Hands, of the Biſhops there aſſembled. 
But we are told that Conflantine allow'd every 
one to put their own Senſe upon the Word Conſub- 
Hantial, and not the Senſe that was intended by the 
Compilers of the Creed : and that Euſebius Biſhop 
of Cæſarea was allow'd to interpret the Word Con- 
ſubſtantial, as meaning only, that the Son was not 
of the ſame Subſtance with the Creatures that were 
made by him. — Theſe laſt Words are in Ttalick 
Characters: but whence they are taken we are 
not told. I ſuppoſe it muſt be from Euſeb:us's 
Epiſtle to his People of Cæſarea preſerv'd in So- 
crates and Theodoret, where we find ſomething 


a P. to. b Lib. i. C. 8. e Lib. i. C. 12. 
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like it. The Words _ u The Tb 
Confubſtantial with the Father — imports that the 
Sen of God bears ne Sinulitude to. Creatures thut 
were made. — Eyſebimus in his Epiſtle gives us an 
Account of the Debate about the Word O 
ane — Confubſtantial;y He fays that this Expreſ- 
ſion Was thoroughly«canvaſe'd-.in. the Council, 
to be, not that the Sor was a Part of tte Father, 
or derivd from his Subſtance; after the Manner 
of Bodies, by Divifien, - Seftion, on Alienation, of 
the Father's Subſtance.” And then follows, "as'a- 
bove, that rhe Term — Conſullftantial with-the Fu. 
ther — tmports that the Son of Goa dear mo. Sim 
litude to the Creatures : * but is every Way e 
the Father who begar bim, and in Of up other 
SubRance or Eſſences; but Mf abur e be Funber e 
which being thus ent be Thadght is reaſonable. 
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42 Appendix. 
to aſſent to it, eſpecially as he knew that ſome ap- 
f frov'd and eminent Biſhops and Writers among the 
7 i Antients had made Uſe of the Word Conſub/antial 
"to to expreſs the Divinity of the Father and Son. 
3 And ſo much (ſays he) for the Creed here pub- 
15 Iiſp d, to which we all agreed, not without Exa- 
mination, but acording to the Senſe given and dif- 
cuſid in the Preſence of the moſt pious Prince, and 
agreeable to the above-mention'd Reaſonings. This 
is the Account which Euſebius himſelf gives of 
his own Conduct, and of the Reaſons why he 
to the Word Conſulſlantial: but how 
different is it from that here given us? He was 
not allo d to put his own Senſe upon the Word Con- 
ſubſtantial, but the Emperor himſelf, and the 
reſt of the Council, deelar'd their Senſe of it, 
and in this Senſe he acquieſc'd, not only. for the 
Sake of Peace, but of Truth, — +27 ui rs 69% 
cum Ni,? — that he might not deviate from 
the right Opinion. And in this Senſe they all a. 
| greed, It was not merely tbe Word Gba | 
that they aſſented to: but they debated and diſ- 
cuſs d the Meaning of the Word, and join d and 
agreed in the Senſe of it. But the Sey/e which 
our Author gives us, as Euſcbius s, is no Senſe at 
all. How could the Son be call'd Confubfantigl 
with the Father, only becauſe he was not of 'the 
ſame Subſtance with the Creatures that were made 
S % by 
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by him? and what Sort of a Man muſt Euſebrus 
be, if he could fatisfie himſelf, or hope to fatisfie 
the Council by ſuch a pititul Evation, as this 
is? But our Author lcayes gut the greateſt Part 
of the Sentence, and adds the Word only (not 
in Euſebius) as if he had given us the whole. 
Euſebius believ d the Son to be Conſubftantial with 
the Father, not only becauſe he. awas not like to any 
of the Creatures, but becauſe be was in every Re- 
ec like. unto the Father, and f no other Sub- 
ftance, or Eſſence, but of that of 'the Father. Nor 
does Euſebius ſay merely that the Son was not of 
the ſame Subſtance. with the Creatures that were 
made by him; but that he bore no Likeneſs or Ar 
nalogy 10 Creatures that are made; and in another 
Place that he is of a Subſtance ſupertour to that 
of any Creature. Well then might the Nicene 
Fathers accept this Explication as a full Ac- 
knowledgement of Chriſt's Divinity: and well 
might our Author be aſham'd a vd Gp 
Original. | 

It does not appear then from Buſebiu's own 
Account (at leaſt ſuch as we have it in Socrates) 
that he deſign'd to put any other Senſe upon 
the Word Conſubſiantial, than what all the reſt 
of the Council did. Some others of the Arian 


Party (as we are told by their own Hiſtorian 
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* Phileftorgius) ſubſerib d the Creed fraudulent- 


ly, reſerving to themſelves their own Senſe : but 


we do not find that this was a/low'd of, either 
by the Emperor, or the Council. And this, we 
are told, was done by the Advice of Conſtantina 
the Emperor's Siſter, their great Patroneſs. *And 
by her Intereſt Arius, and others of the Party, 
were recall'd from Baniſhment, on their proteſt 
ing themſelves innocent, and declaring their A- 
greement with the Nicene Faith. And, when 
the Emperor aſk'd Arizs, whether he heartily 
believ'd what he profeſs'd, without any ſecret 


Reſervation, he aſſur d him that he did, and ra- 


tified his Aſſurance by an Oath. - Socrates adds 
that the Tradition went, that, having written 
his own Opinions in a Paper, which he kept 
Arm, he ſwore that he firmly be- 
liev'd, as he bad written. This was an ingeni- 
ous Contrivance, and has ſcarce been exceeded 
by any of his Followers fince. It may be of 
Service to thoſe, who claim the Privilege of ſub- 
ſeribing Articles and Creeds in their own Senſe. 
But then, if the Emperor afk'd him whether he 
= believ'd mn he N and whether 

Lib. i. C. 5,9. 9 b Secr. Hiſt. Eeel. L. i. Bp 


zom. L. ii. C. 16. e Socrat. Hiſt, Eccl. L. i. C. 8. Theod. 
E. i. C. 14. Sezom. L. ii. 30. Atbangſ. Epiſt. ad Seraph. Vol. i. 


P, 671. Orat, contr. Arian. i. Ib. P. 301. 
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he had not ſome ſecret Reſervation in his own 
Mind, as all the Hiſtorians agree that he did, 
it is manifeſt that he 'allow'd of no ſuch Reſer- 
vations, but expected him to ſubſcribe according 
to the plain and literal Meaning of the Words. 
* But Peace was what the Emperor wanted. Very 
true: but he requir'd Truth, and ſound Faith, 
as well as Peace. As ſoon as he was acquainted 
with the true State of the Caſe, de declar'd a- 
gainſt Arius and his Doctrines in very ſtrong 
Terms. * He calls hin an Enemy of the Truth, 
and his Doctrines blaſphemous, contrary to the 
Scriptures, and to our holy Faith. And he com- 
manded his Books' to be burnt, and requir'd all 
Men to agree in one Faith, as it was examin'd, 
and agreed on, in the Council of Nice. 

In the next Place the Church of Rome is 
brought in by the Head and Shoulders: and we 
are to be frighten'd with implicit Faith, Infalli- 
bility, Fire and Faggot. But we have ſeen that 
Subſcriptions were requir'd to be made, and that 
according to the Senſe of the Compilers, in a Coun- 
cil, where the Pope had nothing to do, and long 
before the Church of Rome laid any Claim' to 
Infalkb:lity. And he cannot but know that our 
thirty nine Articles were agreed upon for the avoid- 
ing of Diverfities of Opinions; and that in thoſe 

Ded. P. 11. d Socrat. L. i. C. 8. c P. 11. 
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Articles, which he himſelf has ſubſcrib'd,: our 
Church claims Authority in Matters of Faith, 
though ſhe pretends not to be infallible, and ab- 


hors Perſecution, Nor does our Church (as 1 
obſerv d before) herein claim any other Autho- 


rity, than what all Churches, ancient and mo- 


dern, Proteſtant, as well as that of Rome, have 
always claim'd. I ſhall, anſwer him then in the 
Words of Mr. Chillingworth — Methinks fo 


ſubtle a Man, as you are, ſhould ca/ily, apprebend a 


wide Difference between Authority to:do a Thing, 


and Infallibility in doing it: and again, bet mern 
à conditional Infallilility and an abſolute. The far- 


mer the Article of” the Church f Hngland attri- 
buteth to the Church, nay to Particular Churches, 
and ¶ ſubſcribe to ehis Opinion; that is, an Autha- 


rity, of determining Controverfies of. Faith, accord- 


ing to plain and evident Scripture, and univerſal 
Tradition; and Infallibility, while they proceed ac- 
cording to. this Rule. As, if there ſhould ariſe an 
Heretick, that ſhould call in Queſtion Chriſt's Paſ- 


fron and Reſurrettion, the Church has Autboraty to 


decide this Controverſy, and infallible Direction 
how to do it, and to excommunicate this Man, if 


be ſhould perfift in Error. I hope, you will not de- 
ny but that the Judges have Authority to determine 


criminal and civil Controverſies ; and yet, I hope, 
d Relig. of Proteſtants &c. Chap. ii. S. 162. 


you 
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you woill not ſay that they are abſolutely infallible 
in their Determinations. Infallible, while they pro- 
ceed according to Law, and i, they do ſo : bit tut 
infallibly certain that they ſball ever do o. 
The remaining Part of this Dedication J ſhall 
diſpatch in fewer Words. Our Author talks in- 
deed ſo very looſely in the following Pages, that 
I fearce know what he means. He ſeems de- 
firous, for Reaſons beſt known to himſelf," to 
foften the opprobrious Namts of Schiſmatick and 
Heretick, and to diminiſh the wondrous Horror, 
which theſe Sounds occafion in the Ears of the 
Yulgar. And here again Pypery is rung in our 
Ears, though it may eaſily be ſhewn that theſe 
Names were full as opprobrious, before the Com- 
mencement of | Popery, as they can be thought 
now. We are referr'd to Stepbens's Lexicon to 
| ſhew that the Word Alpos fenfies any Set? or 
Opinion; and we are given to underſtand that 
| it is poſſible an Heretick may be in the right, ac- 
cording to the original Senſe of the Word. He af- 
| fects to ſpeak contemptuouſly of the Word Orrho- 
| doxy : but has forgot to tell us what this Ages 
in its originul Serfſs, no more, nor no leſs, than 
. the Truth itfelf. He laughs at our imaginary 
orthodox Notions; he tells us that the een 
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48 Appendix. 
Religion of every Country is that which conſtitutes 
Orthodoxy, according to the common Senſe of the 
Werd; and that a Perſon may be efteem'd as very 
orthodox in England, or Ireland, who would be 
deem d as an Heretick at Rome &c. that what 
denominates an Heretick is not being of a wrong 
Opinion, but rather his being of a different Opi- 
nion from the Majority; * and that there is no 
Reaſon to be aſſign'd in general, why Men ſhould be 
more dijpleas d with one another for being of diffe- 
rent Opinions, than for their being of different 


Sies, or for having a different perſonal Appear- 


ance. He ſays that, if one Man is a Chriſtian, 
and another is a Jeu, Turk, or Infidel, there can 
be no more Reaſon for having a Diſlile upon that 
Account to each other, than becauſe they were nat 
all born in the ſame Country — fince — ninety nine 
in an hundred of thoſe, wwho are Chriſtians, would 
probably have been Mahometans, if they had been 
born in Turkey, &c. What does he mean by all 
this common-place Stuff? for I can call it by 
no better Name: and what is it he would at- 
tempt to prove by it? Would he ſay that there 


is no Difference between Truth and Falſhood ? 


or ought we to be indifferent to either of them? 
or ought we to open wide the Gates of our (um- 
munion, and let in, not only whoever calls him- 


@ P.zz. bP.zz e F. 6. 4 % F. 
ſelf 


Appendir. 49 
ſelf a Chriſtian, but all cus, Turks, and Infidel. 
of any Denomination? | | 

I ſhall leave him to anſwer himſelf, * In this 
ſame Dedication he tells us that, though Men 
may chuſe tbeir own Opinions for tbemſelves, yet 
they will be proper Subjects for Rewards, or Pu- 
niſhments, according to the Merit, or Demerit, of 
their Choice; that the Word Heretick is generally 


us d in a bad Senſe ; that St. Paul reckons up Hr. 
refies among the Works 'of the Fleſh, - and that 
St. Peter ſeverely cenſures falſe Teachers, ub 


previly bring in dammable Heręſies, even denying . 


the Lord that bought them. It follows from hence 
that Hereſy is not a mere Sound, or empty Name; 
that Orthodoxy, or Heterodoxy, are not Things in- 
different, or variable with the Climate, or Sea- 
ſon, with the Fancies, Humours, or Notions of 
Men. Men may call Evil Good, and Good Evil; 
put Darkneſs for Light, and Light for Darkneſs : 
but the Nature of Things, and the Differences 
of Good and Evil, Right and Wrong, ſtill con- 
tinue fix d and invariable, notwithſtanding the 
Ignorance, or Folly, or Corruption of Mankind. 

So alſo the Faith once deliver d to the Saints is 
one and the ſame. Orthodoxy, (that is Truth) 
and Hererodoxy (that is 1 are, like God 


a P. 26. b P. 39. Gal. v. 20. "8 25. 2 Pet. ii. I. 
d I. v. 20. 
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and Evil, Light and Darkneſs, neceſſarily and 
eſſentially different: and Wo to them who wil- 
fully, or negligently, confound them. If God 
had not indeed afforded us the Light of the Goſ- 
pel, or it had been our Lot to have been born 
in Countries, which the Dayſpring from on high 
hath not viſited, we ſhould have continued in 
Darkneſs and the Shadow of Death, and been 
Jews, Mabometans, or Heathens, perhaps wild 


' Tndians, or Hottentots., But all I can infer from 
hence is, that we, who have receiv'd the Knows 
/ ledge of the Truth, ſhould be ſenſible of its Im- 
' Portance, earneſt to contend for it, and careful to 
maintain it in its Purity; and above all ready to 


expreſs our Thankfulneſs for it, both with our 
Lips, and in our Lives. 

Again, this fame Writer tells us that, , 
an Heretick after Inſtruction and Admonition will 
not amend, it is then fit he ſhould be ejected, or 
excommunicated out of the Society of the Faith= 


every legiſſative Power is ſo far infallible, as it 
is the dernier Reſort, and only Judge now At 
upon Earth of what is right and wrong within 
the Limits of its own Juri sdiction; thereforf, 
when any Form of Religion bath been once efta- 
bliſb d, they who ſeparate therefrom, or act in 


a P. 89. b P. 30, 31. 


direft 
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direct Oppofition to its Commands, are to be treated 

as if ſuch Iiſſative Power was infallible; and if 
they will not ſubmit upon Admonition, are to be 
rejected, and excluded from the outward and viſible 
Communion of the Church. It appears then, not- 
withſtanding his fine Harangue upon Hereſy and 
Orthodoxy, that the Church is, with Regard to 
the Terms of her own Communion, the proper 
Judge of what is right or wrong, orthodox, or be- 
terodox, and that ſhe may, and ought to exclude 
from her Commumon, thoſe who embrace, and 
perſiſt in, what ſhe judges to be heretical Opi- 
nions. A fit Dedication this to be prefix'd 
to ſuch an Eſſay: in both of which he always, 
takes Care to confute himſelf, and build again 
the Things which he defiroy'd. I ſhall only add 
that the Denial of our Lord's Divinity, as it 
ſtands condemn'd by the Laws both of our 
Church and State, ſo it has from the very Be- 
ginning been eſteem'd a damnable Hereſy ; and 
that all Impugners of it have been always exclu- 
ded from the Communion of the Church. *We 
have ſeen that the Primitive Writers call it an 
abominable Hereſy, a God-denying Apoſtaſy ; and 
that, in thoſe Ages, thoſe who broach'd ſuch 
Doctrines were conſtantly depos'd, and excom- 
municated. I abhor all Perſecution, as much as 


a See above, P. 38, 39. 
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our Author can do; I bear no III-will, nor 
would I offer any Injury, either to Jew, Turk, 
Infidel, or Heretick. But, if they ſhould deſire 
us to open the Gates, or rather to break down the 
Pales, of our Church, and make a Breach wide 
enough to admit them all; and if ſtill farther they 
ſhould claim the Gown, or the Mitre, as their 
Due, this is what we cannot grant, nor they 
without Hypocriſy accept of. * Let the Gates of 
our Communion, if he pleaſes, be open'd as wide as 
is conſiſtent with the Goſpel of Chriſt : yet ſurely 
thoſe will ſtill ſtand excluded, who hold Errors 
expreſſly condemn'd in that Goſpel, and which 
that Goſpe/ was particularly, and purpoſely, wrote 
to guard againſt. 

But moſt extraordinary are our Author's Com- 
ments on Scripture. * St. Paul tells us that there 
muſt be Herefies among us, that they which are ap- 
prov'd may be made manifeſt among us. But this 
Writer ſays that there is no other Neceſſity of He- 
refies being among us but this, that God did not 


frame human Nature in ſuch a Manner, as to ne- 


ceſſitate all Men to be of one Mind. That is, St. 


Paul gives us one Reaſon for the Prevalence of 


Hereſy ; and the Reverend Eſſay-Writer gives 
us another, quite different from, and inconſiſ- 
tent with that of St. Paul. St. Paul's Reaſon 


a P. 62, b 1 Cor. xl. 19 c P. 25, 26. 
plainly 
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plainly implies Hereſy to be culpable : he makes 
it to be innocent and indifferent. He makes He- 
reſy the Work of Gad, the neceſſary Reſult. of 
our Frame and Conſtitution : the Apoſtle makes 
it the Work of Man, only permitted by God, 
for the Trial, and Manife/tation, of thoſe which 
are approv'd. 

Another Text our Author deſcants upon is 
St. Paul's Inſtruction to Titus — A Man that 
is an Heretick after the firſt and ſecond Admonition 
reject : knowing that he that is ſuch, is ſubverted, 
and finneth, being condemn'd of himſelf. — * From 
hence it is inferr'd that the Crime of Hereſy con- 

fiſts in an Error of the Will, rather than of the 
Judgment: that the Perſon /inneth by perſeve- 
ring therein after Admonition ; and is ſelf-con- 
demn'd, not with Regard to his Error, but with 
Regard to his Perſeverance in Oppoſition to the 
Church. Here again St. Paul makes Hereſy a 
culpable Thing, that for which a Man is to be 
admoniſb d and rejected: and tells us that he that 
is ſuch, i. e. an Heretick, is ſubverted, and fin- 
nethb. But this Writer, if I underſtand him 
right, would perſwade us that the Error is in- 
nocent, but the Perſeverance only ſinful. I'would 
beg Leave to aſk him whether there'is not, or 
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may not be, ſomething finful in Hereſy before 
Admonition? If not, how can it be the Subject 
of Admonition? According to his own Way of 
reaſoning, Admonition and Rejettion ſhew that 
there muſt be a Crime previous to either of 
them. Again I muſt aſk him whether a Perſon 
admoniſh'd for Error in Point of Doctrine, is 
oblig'd to obey that Admonition, and change his 
Opinion? If our Author will ſay this, I muſt 
cry Popery, as well as he: but if not, if the 
Perſon ſtill after Admon:tion, thinks himſelf to be 
in the Right, wherein conſiſts his Sin, and 
wherein his Condemnation ? If the Error itſelf 
be innocent, how can the Perſeverance in it be 
ſinful? But he muſt be ſelf-condemn'd with Re- 
gard to his Perſeverance in Oppoſition to tbe Church. 
But, if he eſteems that Oppoſition, and that Per- 
ſeverance, to be not only lawful, but his bounden 
Duty, how can he be /e/f-condemn'd? If the Er- 
ror was originally innocent, and he ſtill remains 
unconvinc'd that be is in an Error, it is impoſſi- 
. ble he ſhould condemn himſelf. It may be ſaid, 
perhaps, that the Admonition of the Church 
leaves the Heretic no Excuſe of Ignorance to 
plead, and makes that, which was before only 
an Error of the Judgment, now become the Per- 
verſeneſs of the Will. This is ſtill flying higher 
than I chooſe to do, and aſcribing much greater 
Autho- 


» a. wy 
- o 7 _ 
PODS r SO 
: * — 22 : = O35 „ =>. 
— > 3 wy * * 
_ * — * 5 þ x; . 
7 — ; ; 4 - > A. thy 
n — b 4 r . C _$ oe * — * * — oY l N , 


$7 
F ag 


= — 1 « 0 
"WV; 7 * 22 
— * * — * 2 
* 
* 
* - ; 1 


Appendix. 55 


Authority to the Church, than our Church ever 
claim'd. I would aſk him whether there may 
not be ſome Doctrines ſo clearly deliver'd in 
Scripture, as to leave the Perſons who deny 
them without Excuſe even before Admonition ? 
and whether, if this Admonition of the Church 
makes the Heretick inexcuſable, the Declarations 
of the Church in her Creeds and Formularies of 
Faith don't render him equally inexcuſable * ? 

Our Author is ſo excellent a Commentator, 
that I could wiſh he had favour'd us with his 
Comment on another Text, which he has cited 
from St. Peter, * We there read of falſe Teach- 
ers, who privily ſhould bring in damnable Here- 
fries, and theſe Herefies conſiſted in denying the 
Lord that bought them, or as St. Jude in a parallel 
Place expreſles it, denying the Lord God, and our 
Lord, Jeſus Chriſt. Since he has not given us 
his Interpretation, I ſhall give him that of Gro- 
tius, © who ſays that theſe Hereticks denied our 
Lord, inaſmuch as they did not give him his due 
Honour, but affirm'd him to be a mere Man, born 
of Toſepb. 

I come next to conſider our Author's Pleas 
for Reformation. And here in the firſt Place 


a See Hammond's Annot. Stebbing's Letters to Forſter. Jones's 
Full Anſwer, P. 30 &c. b 2 Pet. ii. 1. e Hunc autem 
abnegabant, quia honorem ei ſuum detrahebant, dicentes natum 
eum patre Jeep Hominem natum ex Homine. we 
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we are told that, at the Time of our Reforma- 
tion from Popery, the Humour of the Times would 
not ſuffer a more thorough Reformation, nor Mens 
Eyes bear too much Light to be let in at once; 
> and that, though our preſent Conſtitution is the 
beſt in the known World, it may be capable of be- 
ing ſtill farther amended. If he will tell us at 
once what Amendments he would be contented 
with, and not only where he would begin, but 


where he would end too, it might be more eaſy 


to give him an Anſwer. At preſent he ſeems 
chiefly to aim at the Athanafian Creed. But, if 
this is expung'd out of our Service, will he then 
be contented? No. He is not indeed for pur- 


ſuing violent Methods, nor does he expect that a 


thorough Reformation of every thing that may be 
amended ſhould be made all at once. * But what 
he propoſes now is only a Preparative to a gra- 


dual Reception of thoſe farther Emendations propo- 


fed in a Book entitled — Free and candid Diſquiſ- 


tions &c. And not only this, but he hopes his 
Sentiments propos d in this Eſſay will by gentle 
Degrees come, by the Bleſſing of God, to be made a 
Part of the c/tabliſh' d Religion of the Country. His 
Scheme of Reformation then, I find, when it 
comes to be fully unfolded, will end in a total 


b F.2r. e P. $4 d P. 52, 53. 


f. gt. 


a P. 19. 
e P. 57, 58. 
Alteration 
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Alteration of our Liturgy and Conſtitution. If, 
in Compliment to this Reformer, we part with 
our Athanaſian Creed, I ſuppoſe the Nicene Creed 
muſt go next; and what will follow we know 
not; poſſibly we may be defir'd to give up our 
Baptiſm as well as our Creeds. 

But, F the Church be not infallible any more 
than the State, why may not that be amended as 
well as the State? * I anſwer, with Mr. Jones, 
that no juſt Parallel can be drawn between the 
Fullibility, or Infallibility of the Church, and of 
the State, fince they are not direfted by the ſame 
Rule, and are converſant about Matters greatly 
differing from each other : the one about invariable 
Truths, which concern the everlaſting Happineſs of 
Man, and are determin'd by divine Revelation : 
the other about national, or political, Principles of 
its own deviſing, which, as far as they are. built 
upon human Authority, may be varied at Pleaſure, 
a: the different Exigencies of Times and Occafions 
ſhall require. J am farther ready to acknowledge 
that Rites and Ceremonies, and the particular 
Forms of divine Worſhip, are Things in their 
own Nature indifferent, and alterable. Whether 
our own Forms need any Amendment, or whe- 
ther it be at preſent neceſſary, or prudent, to at- 
tempt any Alterations in them, I muſt leave to 


a P. 21. b Full Anſwer, P. 45. 


4 
25 
* 
1 
12 
# 
| 


* * . . . 
* "><. $2. _ 
_— ; Ra FO II as > = 


— 


the 


2 8 FF . "Is k 1 1 K 
- bj ET * * —_4 


— 


3 


=__ FXE - 


_ -. 
— F —_ 
— 
— — 2 a 
3 = . - A 
l , — © 
. 
. 


75 
„ 
4 

9 N 
. 


— 
ä 

— 2 83 
wv - _— 


58 Appendix. 


the Wiſdom of our Governors to determine, 
Thus much I may preſume to ſay, that, when 
Men, under the fair Pretence of amending our 
Forms of Worſhip, would attempt Innovations 
in our Faith, it is Time to be on our Guard. 
What might be the Views of the Authors of 
Free and candid Diſquijitions J ſhall not enquire. 
This Writer acknowledges that he differs from 
them in Doctrine, and that too in a very impor- 


tant one, and therefore ought not to ſhelter him- 


ſelf under their Wings. He has indeed furniſh'd 
us with the ſtrongeſt Objections againſt heark- 
ening to their Propoſals, it being not a Time to 
open our Gates, even though it were to admit our 
Friends, when we ſee the Enemy ready to crowd 
in with them. | 
But we are told that Efabhſhments, the freer 
they are from Errors, the more likely they would 
be to fland; and that, if a Storm ſhould ariſe, 
we may run a Riſque of having that Tree torn up 
by the Roots, which might have been ſav'd by a 
little pruning. Here again the ſame Fallacy is put 
upon us. He would deny a conſubſtantial Tri- 
nity, and teach us to call our Saviour a Crea- 
ture: and then would perſwade us that this is 
only pruning our Tree, We think this would be 
quite ſtripping the Tree, or rather plucking: it 
a P. 45. b P.53. 
op 
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up by the Roots: and muſt deſire to be excus d, 
if we do not admit the wild Boar out of the Mood, 
or the wild Beaſts of the Field, to prune our Vine. 
After ſuch pruning we may indeed ſafely defie 
Storms and Tempeſts: there will be nothing left 
for them to do. 

* Again, we are told that, before the Reforma- 
tion took Place, the ſame Arguments were then made 
Uſe of againſt any Innovations in Religion that are 
now. This Way of reaſoning, if it proves any 
thing, proves that we muſt be for ever innova- 
ting, as if Reformation were a Work to be al- 
ways doing, never done. If he will point out to 
as dangerous Errors in our Eſtabliſhment, ag 
we juſtly charge upon. the Church of Rome, or 
will give us as good Reaſons for altering our 
Conſtitution, and eftabliſhing his Sentiments in 
the Room of it, as the firſt Reformers brought 
againſt the Abuſes and Corruptions of the Ro- 
miſh Church, it will be then Time enough to 
ſet about this godly thorough Reformation. But 
the Innovations, which | he. contends for, have 
been conſider'd, and his Reaſons, as I hope, ſuf- 
ficiently diſprov'd. 

In the next Place Dr. . is 

recommended to us. But it ſhould be confider'd 

that the Doctor is there ſpeaking of Catechrſms, 
a P. 47. b P. 60, 61. | 
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and of Credenda requir d to be belev'd, and pro- 


feſs d, by all: and even of theſe he thinks fuch 
a Catalogue neceſſary, as is propos d in the A- 


— poſtle's Creed, as it is explain d in our Catechiſm, 


that is, ro believe in God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Ghoſt. * The ſame excellent 
Divine in this ſame Treatiſe ſeverely cenſures 
the Aſſembly for leaving out of their Directory 
the Creeds, and the Doxologics. If this be a Time, 
ſays he, wherem ſuch Forms as theſe (which be- 


fides giving Glory to God, do ſecure and defend the 


Catholick Doctrine of the Trinity againſt all an- 
tient, or modern, Arians, and Macedonians) are 
neceſſarily to be caſt out, as Hindrances to Growth 
and Edification, ſure the Deſign is only to —_ 
Herefies in the Church. 

> Laſtly, the Preface to our Book of Common 


is quoted, as declaring, that the particular Forms 


of divine Worſhip, and the Rites and Ceremonies 
appointed to be us'd therein, being Things in their 


own Nature indifferent and alterable, and fo ac- 


knowlede'd, it is but reaſonable that, upon weighty 
and important Confiderations, according to the va- 
rious Exigencies of Times and Occaſions, ſuch 
Changes and Alterations may be made therein, as 
to thoſe that are in Place and Authority ſhould 


from Time to Time ſeem, either neceſſary, or expe- 


a View of new Directory S. 32 & 33, b P. 62, 63. 
dient 
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dient. Is then the Belief of our Lord's Divinity 
one of theſe Forms? Is this a Rite or Ceremony? 
a Thing in its own Nature indifferent, and alter- 
able, and fo acknowledg'd? But this (as I have 
before had Occaſion to obſerve) is the grand 
Fallacy, which runs through his whole Dedica- 
tion. He all along confounds Aſent to the Uſe of 
the Liturgy with Subſcription to Articles and 
Creeds, Matters of Ceremony with Matters of 
Faith: and, becauſe Rites and Ceremonies, and 
Forms of Worſhip, are indifferent, and alterable, ac- 
cording to the various Exigencies of Times and Oc- 
cafions, he would perſwade us to give up what 


has been always from the Beginning eſteem'd 4 
fundamental Article of Faith. Strange is it in- 


deed that he ſhould quote this Preface to our 
Liturgy, which makes this very Diſtinction 
which he would fain confound, and in expreſs 
Terms condemns him, and his Practices. With 
what Face could he quote the Words above, and 
overlook thoſe which follow immediately after 
them? — Accordingly wwe find, that in the Reigns 
of ſeveral Princes of bleſſed Memory fince the Refor- 
matton, the Church, upon juſt and weighty Confide- 
rations her thereunto moving, hath yielded to make 
ſuch Alterations in ſome Particulars, as in their re- 
ſpective Times were thought convenient: yet ſo as 
that the main Body and Eſſentials of it (as well in 
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the chiefeſt Materials, as in the Frame and Order 
thereof ) have ſtill continued the ſame unto this Day, 
and do yet fland firm and unſhaken, notwith/tand- 
ing all the vain Attempts, and impetuous Aſſaults 
made againſt it, by ſuch Men as are given to change, 
and have akways diſcover d a greater Regard to 
their own private Fancies and Intereſts, than to 
that Duty they cave to the Publick. The ſame 
Preface ſoon after tells us that, of the ſundry Al- 
terations propos d unto them, they had rejected all 
ſuch, as were of dangerous Conſequence, as ſecret- 
ly firiking at ſome eftabliſh'd Doctrine, or laudable 
Practice, of the Church of England, or indeed of 
the whole Catholick Church of Chrift. Such Diſ- 
tinctions did the Compilers of our Liturgy make: 
but our Author makes none. He thinks himſelf 
at Liberty to quote Sentences, and leave out 
thoſe Diſtinctions and Exceptions, which limit 
and determine the Senſe. He might uſe St. Ba- 
fil and Plato in this manner, and hope that no 
one would take the Trouble to detect him. But 
to refer us to a Book in every one's Hands, and 
ſend us to an Authority, which is levelled point 
blank againſt him, is, to ſay the leaſt, a moſt 
unaccountable Proceedure. 

The Alterations and Amendments he propoſes 
at preſent are only altering the A of Uniformity, 


and diſcarding the Athanafian Creed. This it 
a P. 54. ſeems 
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ſeems gives him great Offence ; the Subject of 4 
great Part of it is a Theologico-metaphyfical Dif- 
pute, which few, if any, of the Learned under- 
fland ; but is undoubtedly above the Capacity of the 
Vulgar. It is ſtrange the Author of this Eſſay 
ſhould like it the worſe for being T heologico-me- 
tapbyfical. I can find nothing of Metaphyficks in 
this Creed: nor can I think it ſo unintelligible, 
as ſome affect to repreſent it*. For Proof that the 
Learned do underſtand it, I need only refer to Dr. 
Waterland's excellent Comment on it. This 
Creed, I muſt own, ſeems to me, plain and 
ſimple: the Doctrine of the Trinity is expreſs'd 
in a ſhort and clear Manner, only with ſuch 
cautionary Articles, as were judg'd neceffary to 
guard againſt the Evaſions of thoſe, who attempt- 
ed to explain this Doctrine away. Any one, who 
has any tolerable Knowledge of the Errors, and \ 
Herefies, which then prevail'd, may eaſily un- 
derſtand it. As to the Yulgar, they may under- 
ſtand in the general, and as far as is ordinarily } 
to them neceſſary, the main Doctrines of à Tri- 
nity in Unity, and of God incarnate. They who 
believe this Doctrine, without any Diſtinction, 
or Evaſion, believe all that the Creed requires, 
and need not enquire into the Occafion, or the 
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preciſe Meaning of every Phraſe in it. I am a- 
fraid indeed that the true Reaſon, why this 
Creed gives ſo great Offence to ſome Perſons, is 
not, becauſe it is unintelligible, | but becauſe it is 
too clear and plain, It is almoſt the only thing, 
which Arians and Socinians, have not, with all 
their Art and Subtlety, been able to evade : and 
for this very Reaſon we eſteem it, and deſire to 
retain it. We look upon it, * as Luther (who, 
I ſuppoſe, was no Friend to Popery) did before 
us, to be the Bulwark of the Apoſtles Creed. 

But it is now univerſally acknowledg'd amongſt 
the Learned, that it was originally a ſpurious Pro- 
duction, impos d upon the World under the Name of 
Athanaſius. It is ſpurious in no other Senſe than 
the Apoſtles Creed itſelf is. Learned Men are ge- 
nerally agreed, that neither was that compiled by 
the Apoſtles, nor this by Athanaſius. It does not 
appear that the Author ever defign'd to impoſe 
it on the World as the Production of Athanafius. 
He might poſſibly call it an Expoſition of Atha- 
nafius's Faith, or by ſome ſuch Title, without 
ever deſigning to father it upon Athanaſius. C Or 
others might afterwards give it ſuch Title: and 
by this Means, in Proceſs of Time, it might, 


a Eſtque hoc velut propugnaculum primi illius Apoſtolici 
Symboli, Luther de tribus Symbol. Oper. Tom. vii. P. 138. 
b P. 55. | 
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without any Fraud, or Deſign, come to paſs for 
Athanafius's own Compoſition. However, if it 
appears not to belong to him, I hope it will not, 
on this Account, meęt With worſe Quarter from 
theſe Gentlemen. That great Man was, for his 
ſteady Adherence to the true Faith, perſecuted 
by the Ariam all his Life- time: and has been 
by: their Followers ever fince loaded with unde- 
ſerv'd Reproaches. It is beſide my preſent Pur- 
poſe to vindicate his Character: I would only 
obſerye that this Creed, if it was none of his, can 
be liable to no. Exceptions on Account of any 
Failures he might be guilty of. Dr. Waterland 
with great t Probability, conjectures it to haye been 
compos'd by Hilary Bp. of Al, who freely op- 1 
pos d the Encroachments. of the See of Nome, 
and was perſecuted on: chat Account. It has 
been receiv'd here in England, and made u Part 
of the Publick Service, for. theſe 8oo or 9 
Vears, i is probably before it Was receiv'd 
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would equally hold for giving up the Apoſtles 
Creed. Such a Step would give the greateſt Of- 
fence to 3. all the Reform' 4 Churches Abroad, who 
have a high Veneration for this Creed, and would 
afford no ſmall Matter of Triumph at N Rome. 

« Crit. Hift. Chap. viii. b Ib. Ch. vi. 301 
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But our Author ſeems moſt offended with 
che damnatory Clauſes. In his Eſay he com- 
plains of our being ##qui#d to give our Aﬀent to 
equivocal, if not contridi nary, Inter pretations of 
Scripture under the Penalty of eternal Danimation : 
2 in His Thoughts on "Se. Tat de. he ſays 

that, / the poſitive Denumtiations in this Creed be 

245 the Bulk of Mankind will certainly be damm d, 
4 be do not believe every minute Particular of 
But how does he infer this? Does this 
Fateh neceſſarlly imply the implicit Belief of 'eve- 
ry mint Particuldr here mentien d? 7577 Fart 
is the Doctrine of a' Trinity in Unity, and of 
the Tucur nation: und thoſe who ' believe this; 
without any Diſtinction, or Evaſion; beheve All 
that the Creed requires. Thoſe only, who Uehy 
this Doctrine, or attempt to explain it away by 
ſible Diſtinctions, are here eefſur d: and theſe 
only ean be ſuppos d to be affected by theſe 
damnatory Clauſes. And even with Regard to 
theſe, 1 ſuppoſe they were not intended to ex- 

— ally ſuch merciful Abatements, or Allows 
ances, as may be made for Men's particulat 
7 res Ignorance, Incapacity, or the 
e/ Bp Burmet thus explains the Matter 
the corn Anfiver, in "which" the mt rin 
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Nen of. thes Church, as far as, the Memory of all 
ſick 4% 1 have known could go us, Leu. agreed, 4s 
this, that theſe condernatory Expreſſions are .ouly 
zo be under ftood\to relate to theſe, wha having the 
Means of. Inflruttion, offer” d ta them, have reetted 
them, and have fiſtad their own Convittions, bold: 
ing the, Truth, in Unrightemſueſs, and | chaſing 

Dartneſi rather than Light. Upon ſuch as da thus 
reject this great Article of, the Chriſtian Dodtrine, 
concerning One God and Three Perſons, Father, 

Sen, and Hay Ghoſt, and that other concerning 
the Incarnation of Chrift, by which Gad and Man 
Were e- ſo united, as t9. make one Perſon, Zogether 
with other. Do&rines that fallow theſe; are. thoſe 
Anathemas denounc'd : not ſo, as if it was hereby 
meant, that every Aan, who daes not believe this 
in every Tittle, muſt certainly periſh, unleſs he bas 
been furniſt d with ſufficient Means of Convidtion, 
and that he, has rejected them, and hardned him- 
felf againi them. — We may believe that ſane 
Deftrines are neceſſary to See. a; wc}. % 
that there are ſome. neceſſary for 
Praflice.;. and ue may alſa believe that ſome Er- 
rors, as well as, fame Sins, are excliſtve of Salva. 
tion; all which imports no amore. than that we be- 
lieve ſuch Things, are ſufficiently reveal'd, and that 
they are neceſſary Conditions of Salvation; but by 
this wwe do" not limit the Mercies of our God to- 
I 2 wards 
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wards thoſe, who are under ſucb Darkneſs, as not 
to be able to ſee through it; and to diſcern and ac- 
knowledge e theſe Truths. ' The fame, or ſuch like 
Explication is given, I believe, 'by" moſt, if not 
all our Divines, who have treated of this Mat- 
ter. And why will not our Author be contented 
with theſe Explications? © Will he fay that the 
Compiler of this Creed certainly meant inevita- 
bly to damn all who differ d from him in any 
minute Particular? This is more than he can 
poſſibly know. We ſee that the moſt eminent 
Men in bur Church, the Biſhops and Governors 
of it, the moſt zealous" Aſſerters of the Faith 
deliver'd in this Creed, agree in underſtanding 
theſe Clauſes in a qualified Senſe : why may'we 
not then ſafely ſubſcribe, and aſſent to them in 
that Senſe ? This is probably the Senſe of the 
Impoſers: and a Senſe, which the Words, with- 
out any ſtraining'or forcing, will very well bear; 
Thoſe at leaſt can have no Reaſon! to object to 


this, who think they may honeflly fubſeribe'to any 


Form, which they can poſſibly put a good Conflruce 
tion upon, It is plain that ſuch Men are not ſo 


much offended at theſe Clauſes, as with the 
Doctrine of the Creed: theſe might be made to 
bear their Senſe; but that cannot. The Inter- 


a See i in particular Waterland's Crit, Hit. Chapozi. P.1 4 
Pr. Vallis Explic. of the drhanef. Creed, 
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pretation of Seripture here delle 10 (obich 
they are pleas d to call equivoca] and KO 
ry) and not the Anathemas mas dehounced,. "are 


What their Obſections ere prin - — af, 
Will they be contented, if ches lauſes* Wee ? 


left out, or qualified ? If they would, poſſibl 1 
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them : but ſince they aim at the Doctrine itſelf 
contain'd in the Creed, it may perhaps be thou ghe 
more adviſable to retain the Creed,” as it is. 
Neither, if we give up the Creed. itſelf, "are 
we to ſtop here. He is contented with mal 
Demands at preſent; but if we yield to him in 
the firſt Step, he has been ſo good as to let us 
into the Secret, and tell us (what he had bet 
ter have kept to himſelf) that this is only @ pro- 
fer, and neceſſary, Preparative to à gradual Re- 
ception of further Emendations. We are to com- 
ply with the Propoſals of the Authors of Free and 
candid Diſquifitions, which are no lefs than to 
alter the whole Form, and almoſt every Part, 
of our Liturgy. Nor is this all; * but we are 
to give up the Doctrine of 4 conſubtontial Tri- 
nity, and, inſtead of the Nicene and Atbangſian 
Creeds, ſubſcribe, as I ſuppoſe, to the Doctrines 
of this Theologico-metaphyfical Eſſay : for theſe 
he hopes, by the Bleſſing of God, to ſee, not only 
a P.57,58, b See Eſay, P. 151, 152. © Ded. * 
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tolerated, but made a Part of the. eftabliſh'd Reli- 

gion of the Country. A thorough Reformation this 
1 5 and ſuch as cannot be admitted, with- 
out giving up gur Liturgy, .. our Cregds, our Ar- 
Ticks, our Canons, and our whole Conſtitution. 
And therefore I humbly conceive he himſelf has 
Sven 2 very good Reaſon, why thoſe i in Autho- 
rity ſhould be very cautious how they give in to 
ſuch Schemes, as, under the plauſible Pretence 
of pruning our Vine, and reforming Things. in 
their own Nature indifferent and alterable, would 
by gentle Degrees overturn our whole Eſtabliſh- 
ment, which os nl copia no be the bat 
in the known World. 
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